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NOTE. 



Perhaps it is but just to myself to say that, save the first 
few pages of this volume, I have not seen the proof-sheets, 
which may account for such typographical and other errors 
as appear in the body of the work. On a cursory survey I 
find the following 

ERRATA. 

Page 36, line 8, for "whether" read '^what." Line 15, 
for **what" read " what and why." 

Page 40, the list of books although the same is not I believe 
given in the same order as sent to Mr. B. 

Page 45, line 5, for " deaconate" read " diaconate." 
Page 48, line 30, for " at once" read " above." 
Pages 59-60. Several mistakes occur in this list of authors 
and books, owing tp the blindness of the manuscript, from 
which the compositor was unable to delect the orthography 
of the names. Some alterations were made after a portion 
of the impressions had been struck off. The errors, however, 
will easily be corrected by those who are generally familiar 
with the Prelatical works now extant. 

Page 67, line 19, for "outset" read "in the outset." 
Page 79, line 34, for "three-fold" read "the three-fold." 
Page 81, line 3, for "eactly" read "exactly." 
Page 100, line 24, for "will" read "well." 
Page 129, line 2, for "such arts. I shall" read "such 
arts, I shall." 
Page 176, line 25, for "obligations," read "oblations." 



INSCRIPTION. ' 



To the people of the town and vicinity of Batavia, with 
their permission, this h'ttle volume is most respectfully in- 
scribed, as a partial token of the sincere gratitude and high 
regard of one who has received so many kindnesses at their 
hands, and among whom his labors in the cause of Christian 
truth and charity are, however, humbly, still most cordially 
expended. 

The elements in this offering furnished by another well 
known among us, entitle him to a just mention in this connec- 
tion. If anything he has done shall contribute, to create a 
livelier interest, in the pages which follow, surely, on this 
account, let there be awarded to him the laurel and the palm. 

B. Sunderland. 

Batavia, 1848. 
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PREFACE» 



It can scarcely be necessary, at the present day, to enter 
into a formal defence of a publication of this kind. Suffice • 
it to say, that to my mind reasons do exist why this volume 
should be issued. The public, after reading it, may come, it 
is true, to a different conclusion. In that case, as I assume 
the responsibility, so I must abide the result. There are a 
few things, however, which appear to me very plain. 

1. The right to publish a work of this kind will not be de- 
nied. The same right is accorded to others, whosoever may 
choose, in like circumstances. 

2. The necessity as well as the expediency of the publica- 
tion, may be differently adjudged by different minds, accord- 
ing to the point of view in which the subject is considered, 
or the grounds upon which or the spirit in which their opin- 
ions may be formed. 

3. The motives of the publication will doubtless be various- 
ly surmised, according to the degree of partizanship felt by 
different individuals. It is but natural to anticipate such wide 
extremes of criticism as usually fall on all polemic writings 
of sufficient consequence to attract the public notice at all. 
Yet none of these things move me. Pursuing an even course 
and ready to meet the results of this publication, I hope to be 
able in every vicissitude to bear myself courteous to all, affa- 
ble towards those who smile, equable towards those who 
frown. 

BYRON SUNDERLAND. 
Batavia, 1848, 
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INTRODUCTION. 



A brief narration of the origin and progress of this volume 
may perhaps here be necessary both to explain the connection 
of the several parts, and to give an intelligible view of the 
whole. 

In the fore part of December, 1846, the Rev. James A. 
BoUes, Rector of St. James Church, in this village, sent me 
through the Postmaster, Capt. Frederick Follet, a copy of 
the Journal of the ninth .annual Convention of the Diocese of 
Western New York, which Journal contains an address of 
the Bishop of this Diocese to the members of the Conven- 
tion. To show the spirit and character of this address, I will 
here make some quotations from it, referring the reader, at 
the same time, to the published Journal itself. 

To exhibit first the petty distinctions which the Prelatista 
love to keep up, I take an extract from the records of Dr. 
De Lancey^s official acts ; p. 24 of the Journal. He says — • 

«0n the 4th, (that is, of June, 1846,) in St. Thomas 
church, Bath^ I preached and confirmed ten persons. 

I preached in the Methodist Chapel at HomeUsvilley on the 
afternoon of the 8th, and confirmed two persons. 

I preached on the 8th at the Presbyterian House at Cuba. 

On the 9th, in St Stephen's church, Olean" 

And so in several other instances, there is observable a 
studied carefulness on the part of the Rev. Dr, in the use of 
the terms "Church," "house," "chapel." I suppose he in- 
tends to preserve what he imagines the right application of 
these terms, at the expense of the courtesy due to the hos- 
pitality of the "schismatics." Rhetoric with some people 
certainly seems of more consequence than gratitude. 
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Again, to illustrate the degree of self-complacency which 
Prelatists indulge, as well as to show their views of many 
who oppose their pretensions, I take an extract from Dr. 
De Lancey's address, p. 39 of the Journal. 

" The obvious and deplorable ignorance of many who as- 
sail the Church, in regard to some of the most important 
points of Christian truth and order, and their frequent and 
indiscriminate mixture of sound Gospel truth and Church doc- 
trine with Romish error, and even infidel sentiment, as the 
object of attack, should convince the laity of the utter inca- 

Eacity of many of hejr assailants to form a right judgment of 
er position and prospects, should inspire them with a firmer 
eonfidence in the long-tried guides by whom they have hith- 
erto b^ij) led in. tbe ways of truth and peace." 

One would suppose that the charge of " obvious and de- 
plorable ignorance," against any opposer of Prelacy, might 
have satisfied the Rev. Dr. in his animadversions upon those 
who are so unfortunate as in any respect to feel themselves 
obliged to look through a diflerent pair of spectacles from hi!^ 
own. But this is not enough. He must cap the eKmax bjr- 
insinuating their " utter incapacity of understanding ! " And 
because these poor people are so blind and imbeoile a» not 
even to have a capacity to comprehend the position and pros- 
pects of *^ the Chwrch^^'* therefore her members ought to put 
a firmer confidence in their ^^hng-tried guides,*^ as much a& 
to say that the laity of the P. E, Church are either more in- 
telligent than other men, or else more grossly oredulous.. 
But the latter part of the extract, in my judgment, disclose* 
full as much danger to the laity from within^ as aoy which 
may be disposed to assail them from without. If there is any- 
thing really to be feared by the lay devotees of Prelacy, it 
is a Wind and passive obedience to the clergy. I hqard once 
of a young lady sayings **I will tajce par^ of my body,, apd 
my Bishop must take care of my soul ! " If thisi i? the idea 
"which *•' the laity " have of ireligion md Church dogtrinc^ iX 
sQQm3 to me to be a great pity that they cannot bft better ior 
fornj.ed,^ And tfaqse " long tried, guides," who are they, qi; 
what agce they 1 Anything which instiruQtR men differently 
from the teachinga of the Holy Ghos.t and th^ word of Godij 
surely cawot be s, sqie guidq for ^y man in. mattery 9i V^r 
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ligion, however long it may have been tried^ MiniateFs of 
the Cross are only to be followed, so long ^s they pretserv^ a 
strict conformity to the directions of the word and Spirit of 
God. It devolves on *' th^ laity," not exactly to cloak them- 
selves up in a fancied sectirity, blindly giving up the keeping 
of their gogis to priests and prelates — but soberly to judge for 
themsieiv^s both in regard to their personal standing beforei 
God, {^nd in respect to the soundness of faith, and the holiness^ 
of life of their religious teachers. Hence a little space shoul4 
be allowed for the play of private judgment. Leaving the 
coinmandments and ordinances of men, the closer we cling lo 
the Bible, the better, 

" Praeclarissimus Liber 1 nobis vox Dei ! " 
Once ipojre to unfold the peculiar doctriaes of the Prela- 
tjsts, and the ingenuity and skill, not to say the Jesuitism with 
which their tenets are put forth, I refer to that part of th^ 
Journal, pp. 42-46, where the Rev, Dr. goes on to give an 
account of what Puseyism is not. It occurred to me whilo 
reading it, to ask what Puseyism is ? I suppose Puseyism to 
be the doctiines which Dr. Pusey teaches. If he^t^t^ohes 
^ch doctrines as 

1 . Tradition and Scripture for the Rule of Faith. 

2. The surrender of private judgment to the Judgment of 
the Church. 

8. The claims of the Church of England, as they hold it, 
to the Apostolical succession of the ministry. 

4. The sole right of their ministers to administer the woyd 
and Sacraments of the Church. 

5* Veneration of the priests on account of their office^ 
whatever may be their character. 

ft. The Sacraments the principal means of salvation^ 

7. Spiritual Regeneration by water baptism. 

8. Justification, Sanctification, and all spiritual blessings: 
communicated in the rite of water baptism. 

9. The real presence of Christ in the symbols of the Lord^s 
. Supper. 

10. The denial of the atonement and righteousness of 
Christ as a ground of Justification. 

11. The sacrifice of the Mass. 
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12. Purgatory. 

13. Veneration for images, relics, &c. 

14. Invocation of unseen beings as intercessors. 

15. More attention paid to forms and ceremonies, and 

16. The mystical interpretation of Scripture. 

I say, if Dr. Pusey holds forth such doctrines as these for 
the adoption of the Church of England, then I think it is 
fair to combine them together, and dignify them with the 
name of Puseyism, 

Nor can I shake at once from my mind the idea of a palpa- 
ble resemblance between the twenty-two tenets laid down by 
Dr.DeLancey, and the twenty-two insisted on by the Pusey- 
ites. True they are arranged in a somewhat different form, 
and couched in language more cautious and conciliating ; but 
many fragments of the stubborn skeleton are there, and it 
requires no very close observation to discern them. For ex- 
ample, how much alike do these articles appear! 

PUSEYITES. DE LANCEY. 

TENET I. ArtFCLE 8« 

•'Tradition, primitive and ca- <qt is not Puseyism to main- 
tholic must be connecled with tain that the authority of Holy 
Scripture in forming the Rule of Scripture is supreme, and that 
Faith." in the interpretation of it in re- 

gard to disputed passages, we 
are to rely for aid, not on views 
of modern commentalors, or our 
own private fancies, or the dec- 
larations of any branch of the 
existing church, but on the views 
of the fathers of the first three 
centuries, as being nearest to the 
fountain of truth.'' 

Article 1. 
** It is not Puseyism to hold 
and inculcate Episcopacy as a 
Divine institution, obligatory on 
the conscience of Christian peo- 
ple, as well as eminently expedi- 
ent and conservative.'^ 
Article 2. 
*' It is not Puseyism to hold 
and inculcate the doctrine of an 



tenet if. 
*' Individuals should make a sur- 
render of their private judgment 
to the judgment of the Church." 



tenet III. 

" The Church of England can 
claim an apostolical succession 
of ministers, who receive in or- 
dination Apostolic Grace." 

«♦ The Holy Ghost dwells in 
the cleYgy, passing to them in 
ordination, and this is called Ap- 
ostolical or Episcopal Grace." 

tenet IV. 



"The Episcopal clergy, as outward commission as well as 
ministers of the Apostolical sue- an inward call to the ministry— 
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oession, have the sole right to the outward commission reach- 
administer the Word and the Sa- Jng "s in this day through a sue- 
craments.'^ cession of Bishops, commencing 

with the Apostlesy and hence 

Called the Apostolic succession,'^ 

TENET V. Article 6. 

** The Episcopal Church, such . ^'Itis not Puseyism to hold 

as is the Church of England, is and inculcate the Apostolic ori- 

the only true Apostolical Church.' gin, the scriptural authority, and 

the primitive sanction of a three- 
fold ministry in the Church of 
TENET VI. Christ, Bishops, Priests, and 

* 'We are not to expect that the Deacons, the unvarying exist- 
Word and Sacraments will be ence of which the preface to the 
effectual out of the Episcopal Ordinal declares to be evident to 
Church.'^ all men diligently reading Holy 

Scripture and ancient authors." 

Article 2. 

TENET VII.- <( i^ is not Puseyism to preach 

*< The Church has the gift of to the people that the'Lord Jesus 

blessing and hallowing the rites Christ established a Church here 

and ceremonies which it has de- on earth, ordained a mode of in- 

^'^®"* itiation, appointed a ministry» 

supplied it with sacraments, en- 
joined the maintenance of its 
TENET VIII. unity, and declared its perpetui- 

" To the priests of the Church ty in the avowal that the gales of 
belongs veneration in their min- Hell should not prevail against 
istration of blessings, prayers, jt^ ^nd to expound faithfully and 
wid absolution, on account of truly the nature, claims, rights 
their office 08 priestSy whatever and prerogatives of the Church 
be their character as men" Qf Christ.*^' 

Article 19. 
*< It is not ^Puseyism in seek- 
ing to promote the glory of God 
and the good of men, to sustain 
by our patronage, our prayers 
and our contributions, the insti- 
tutions of the Church, in prefer- 
ence to amalgamating with our 
brethren of surrounding sects in 
such enterprises of benevolence 
as lead of necessity to a surren* 
der of principle, or the promo- 
tion of schism, disunion, and 
disputes, and hence, that our own 
missions, seminaries, colleges 
and schools and various Church 
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PUSEVltES. 



'«*'the Sacraments are tbd 
principal means of salvation, ard 
effectual to saivatioti^ and are 
Ijeiieraliy necessary to it*'* 

TENET X. 

«« In the baptismal drdinancd 
df water there are communica'' 
led aleo *^ the Spirit^^' and spirit* 
ual jrtgeaeration/' 

TteKKT Xt» 

^^ Justification takes place in 
Baptism.'' 



TENET XII. 

' * Sanoti fication takes 
w Baptism/' 



place 



TENET XIII. 

*< AH spiritual blessings an 
oaooeoted with baptism,'' 



TENET XIV. 

"Justification includes m^er- 
ent righteousness as well as m- 
pviedf and rather depends on the 
toroier than the latter.'* 



TiNET XV. 

<« *rhe Sacrament of the Lord'* 
Suppdr not only shows fdrth the 
Lord's death, and is commemo- 
rative of it| but actually impHrtis 
ii/e to the souL'* 



DE LANCfit. 
objects pTeHemihentiy cl«i«a«ll 
our seal and libemlity." 

Article 4. 
** It is not Puseyism to hold 
and inculcate that there is grace 
in the Christian Sacraments, they 
being < outward visible signs of 
an inward and spiritual gmoe.' '* 

Article S« 
"It is not Puseyism to hold 
and inculcate the doctrine that 
in baptism '• we are born again 
of water and of the tipirit," ac- 
cording to our Lord's dedaftt- 
tiiHi, which doctrine is denoitii* 
nated Baptismal Regeneration.'* 

Article 7. 
'^ It is not Puseyism to main- 
tain and enforce as the truth of 
God's holy Word, that the sin. 
ner is justified nmtiioncmly by 
the merits of Christ, U»tfikiMn^ 
tally by faith, conditionally by 
repentance, faith, and obedience 
and sacramentally by baptism, 
' which also doth now save us, 
(not the putting away of the fllth 
of the dedh, but the answer of a 
good conscience towarda Ged) 
by the resurrection of JesM 
Christ,' * in whom we have i^ 
demption thf-bugh his blood, eVefl 
the forgiveness of sins."' 

Article 9. 
'' It is not Puseyism to main- 
tain and inculcate that the spir- 
itual and eternal salvation of men 
is to be promoted by the faithful 
and steady, and persevering tue 
of the means of grace appointed 
by Christy and not by a system 
of revivals, protracted meetings, 
and anxious seats, of man's de- 
vising and modern origin." 
Articlf 5. 
" It is not Puseyism to hold 
and inculcate that Christ is spir* 
itually present in the Holy Sa- 
crament of the Lord's Supper, 
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PTOEYITES. 
**Chri8t*s body and blood are 
really present in the sacrament 
of the Lord's Supper, though 
not locally, and so present as to 
«ct upon and influence us.'' 



DE LANCEY. 

in opposition to the Romanist^s 
doctrine, that he is corporeally 
present, by a change of the sub" 
stance of the bread and wine 
into his body and blood. 

And on the other hand, that 
this spiritual presence of Christ 
is real, though inexplicable, anS 
hence denominated a mystery, in 
opposition to the views of those 
who would sink this sacrament 
into a mere memorial, without 
accompanying grace to the truly 
penitent, in which Christ is pres- 
ent only as we think of and pray- 
to him." 

REMARK, 
the Mass Happily, so far as I know, 
may be used, provided it be only Dr. De Lancey has not as yet 
commemorative^ and not used for set forth anything similar to the 
enaolument." 17th and 18th tenets of the Pu- 



TENET xvn. 
♦•The sacrifice of 



TENET XVIII. 

•* Purgatory of some kind may 
be admitted, though not the Ro- 
mish Purgatory." 

REMARK. 
Happily, so far as I know, 
tiie Puseyites do not set forth 
anything similar to the 16th ar- 
ticle of Dr. De Lancey. 



TENET XIX. 

"Veneration for relics and 
images may be allowed, though 
not the Romish adoration." 



TENEiC XX. 

*• Invocation of unseen beings 
may be allowed, though not in 
3 



seyites. 

Article 16. 

•' It is not Puseyism to bow at 
the name of Jesus in the creed, 
that being a long standing mode 
of repudiating Socinianism in 
the recognition of the Scrip- 
tural prophecy that unto him ev- 
ery knee (and much more every 
head) should bow and every 
tongue confess, though not obli- 
gatory upon the clergy or the 
people." 

Article 18. 

«« It is not Pugeyism to assert 
the claim of Protestants to the 
use of the Cross as an emblem 
of our holy faith in the orna- 
menting of our churches or our 
houses, repudiating the supersti- 
tious use of it, as we would the 
superstitious use of the blessed 
Bible, or of the Church edifice 
itself." 

Article 17. 

<* It is not Puseyism to open 
the Church for prayers on 
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PUSEYITRS. I>E LANCEY. 

the Roman idolatrous sease. — f Wednesdays and Fridays^ or 

They may be invoked as inter- Saint's Days, or every day m 

ceding though AOt as giving.^' the week, the prayer-book hav-> 

ing supplied us with a daily ser- 
vice for the whole year, as well 
as special services for holy days 
to commemorate important events 
• and characters in the Christiaa 

History." 
TBKET XXI. ' Article 14. 

** We are to renew our attea- ** It is not Puseyism to make 
tion to certain forms and cere- the interior arrangements of our 
monies that have got into disuse, church edifices, as lo the num- 
and consider them as means of ber of aisles, the position of the 
graced' desk and pulpit, the omission of 

the one or the other or both, the 
exclusion of them from the 
chancel^ the location and form 
of the tJ^ble or altar, and the sit-, 
uation of the font, comport with 
the convenience, size, and form 
of the building, or the means of 
the parish, or the taste of the 
people ; architectural variety in 
all these particulars having eveif- 
prevailed in the Church.'^ 
Articlf 15. 
'> It is not Puseyism to use the 
surplice and gown in the ceiebra-i 
tion of the respective parts* of 
divine service, as decent and apr- 
propriate garments, and to re- 
gard the former as more distinct- 
ly a Church garment than the 
latter, which is derived from the 
English universities." 
Article J8. 
*' It is not Puseyism to observe 
the seasons of private fasting 
and prayer during the year, and 
especially during Lent, as means 
of subduing the flesh to the Spir- 
it, inasmuch as our blessed Lord 
has in regard to both fasting and 
prayer given us an example, 
that we should follow his steps, 
and inasmuch as self-control, 
self-denial and self-sacrifices can- 
not well be effected without them. 
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PUSEYITES. BE LANCEY. 

TENET XXII. REMARK. 

'* Scripture must bo interpre- A similar sentiment is in my 
ted more as mystical and aile- view virtually contained in Ar- 
gorical/' tide 8th of the Rev. Dr.'s enu- 

meration of his Church doctrines. 

Now, after this comparison we woutd simply suggest that 
it can make but little difference what names these tenets 
bear, and if, as the gentleman assures us in regard to his list 
of doctrineS; they are adopted by the Chutch of England, and 
*• were taught by her long before Dr. Pusey was bom," what 
inatters it by whose authority, or under whose sanction aoio 
they are sought to be imposed upon the credulity of the peo- 
ple, whether on this or the other side of the Atlantic ? The 
question with us all should be, are they supported by the 
Word of God? 

A few further Observations upon this portion of the address 
will complete for the present our exhibition of its character. 

1. It will be seen that the Rev. Dr. states that it is not Pu- 
seyism, but a doctrine of the Church of England that Epis^ 
copacy is a divine institution. Now there are at least two 
kinds of Episcopacy, Prelatical and Parochial; which does he 
mean ? If Parochial, that is one tiling ', if Prelatical, we deny' 
it to be divinely constituted ! 

2. He says again that "a succession of Bishops, com- 
mencing with the Apostles, and hence called the Apostolic 
Succession," is a doctrine of the Church and not Puseyism^ 
Is this a perfectly true statement 1 Do not the Puseyiteg hold 
to such a succession ] Look at their 3d Tenet. But what 
do they mean by Bishop? The term itself is ambiguous, as 
applied to the Christian ministry. There are at least two 
kinds of Bishops, Parochial and Prelatical. The question 
whether Dr. De Lancey's statement about the succession of 
Bishops is true or not, involves first a clear exposition of the 
import of the tferm Bishop, in the different periods of Church 
history. These bye and large statements amount to nothing 
except as we attach some specific meaning to them, accord- 
ing to some standard of the use of language. 

It is said that this succession reaches down even to the 
present day, unbroken from the Apostles. But is it the fact 
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that this "succession can be shown never to have been so bro- 
ken as to destroy the argument which the Church of England 
employs in support of its exclusiveness ? How for instance 
do^they connect themselves with the succession to which they 
hold from the times of Henry VIII., when the whole Church 
of Englandy dignitaries and all, were excommunicated by the 
Church of Rome, (to which Church they had previously be*^ 
longed,) and delivered over to perdition and the deviH The 
power from which they derived their authority, must certain- 
ly have ,been adequate, on their own showingy to deprive them 
of the authority with which they were invested by it. So 
that upon Prelatical principles of reasoning, the Church of 
England has been no Church, had no ministry, no ordinanceSy 
no sacraments, nothing pertaining to a true Church for the 
last three hundred years. 

3, The doctrine of Baptismal Regeneration as set forth by 
Dr. De Lancey in his 3d article, has always appeared to me* 
to be a piece of mysticism. The passage of Scripture so of- 
ten quoted from the 3d of John, has in my estimation no ref- 
erence to the rite of water baptism. " Born of water and of 
the Spirit ; " — there is no more allusion here to the rile of 
water baptism than to the act of individual bathing, washing 
or ablution. Nothing is said of baptism. The term ''water '^ 
is here used according to a Scripture idiom, or by metalepsiSy 
to denote and give intensity to the one idea of cleansing or 
pumjication. More than once we find this peculiarity of 
Holy Writ exemplified. (See Ezek. 36 : 24-27. Zech. 13 : 1.. 
Matt. 3:11. Heb. 10 : 22.) Besides, how can the external 
application of water, de faclOy have any tendency to cleanse 
the inward soul. The thing to me is an incongruity ; and 
since we have one agent that is adequate, the Holy Spirit, 
why seek for another 1 It is a mere assumption then, to sup- 
pose John 3 : 5 to refer to the external rite of water baptism, 
as administered in the church. And there is no other passage 
m the Bible which can be relied on to sustain the Prelatical 
doctrine of Baptismal Regeneration, if this cannot.- So it 
must fall to the ground, as an unfounded dogma. 

4. The doctrine of the presence of Christ in the Eucharist 
advanced in a succeeding article seems to me to be a man of 
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straw. The Dr. undertakes to steer between the Romanists 
on the one hand and Protestants on the other, a middle 
course which loses to him both company and perspicuity. He 
gays Christ is present in the communion, yet not corporeally^ 
but spiritudlly, and yet so spiritually as to be really presenty 
" contrary to the views of those who regard Christ as present 
only as we think of and pray to him.'^ Does he mean that 
Christ is present in the pieces of bread and the swallows of 
wine used on that occasion ; or what does he mean ? Who 
can tell 1 Of this ordinance^ Christ says, " This do in remem- 
brance of me." And in Corinthians it is written, " For as of- 
ten as ye eat this bread and drink this cup, ye do show the 
Lord's death till he c<1me." This seems to be the design of 
the communion. It is a memorial, and "Christ is present as 
We think of and pray to him."^ Were the corporeal presence 
of Christ in the Sacrament of the Lord's Suppef to be argued 
from his words, " This is my body," and " This is my blood," 
&c. the passage will prove too much and so destroy its force. 
What, we might ask, did Christ hand out his own body and 
blood, serving them up as a repast to his disciples, while yet 
talking with them, and exercising all the bodily functions that 
they did! Would he teach them to pursue a course so much 
like the cannibals of the South Seas ! Besides, how could 
they have reconciled with this idea the evidence of their sen-' 
ses. They saw Christ in a bodily shape befote them. They 
witnessed his words and actions, and yet on this interpreta-^ 
lion, they were taking his veritable flesh and blood into their 
mouths ! What becomes now of Christ's personal identity T 
He is off the table and on the table both at the same time ! 
He is handing himself into the mouths of eleven men who* 
are seated by or reclining at his side in the self-same instant ? 
Now who win believe this ? Prelates may but I cannot. I 
know that all the difficulties of the case may be referred to 
the Divine Omnipotence . for a solution — ^but would not such 
an exercise of Almighty power furnish the strangest miracle 
ever knovsm in this or any other world ! The Son of God 
destroying his personal identity, transmuting his physical 
framework into bread aud wine, and yet to all appearance* 
lemaining the same person who had with his friends biat just 
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before taken of the Jewish passover ! We think there is a 
simpler explanation of the passage, which much better an- 
swers the purposes of truth. Let it be conceived that the 
Savior is speaking according to a well known Hebrew idiom 
by which the symbol or emblem of a thing is often put for 
the thing itself, and the passage becomes perfectly plain. 
The import of it then is just this : " This * bread ' and this 
* fruit of the vine ' are the emblems or symbols of my body 
and blood." Christ no more means to say that the bread and 
wine were his veritable body and blood* than he meant to say- 
that Herod was a veritable /ox/ Yet this bread and this fruit 
of the vine are declared, at least by true-blue Papists, to be 
Christ's body and blood in a literal sehse. 

5. The doctrine of a three-fold ministry. Bishops, Priests, 
and Deacons, set forth by the Dr. in his 6th article depends 
for its correctness mainly on what ideas are attached to the 
offices thus specified. If it is meant that Bishops are Pastors 
of fliAgle Churches or congregations, that Priests are ruling 
elders, (though I consider the term priest in itself a very im- 
proper designation for any portion of the Christian ministry, 
where mere men are concerned, under the Gospel dispensa- 
tion,) that Deacons are simply those whose business it is to 
attend to the pecuniary matters of the Church, make provis- 
ions for her poor, and such like things, then doubtless such 
offices are of Apostolic origin, scriptural authority, and prim- 
itive sanction. Otherwise, not ! 

6. The article on Justification, while indeed it recognises 
the atonement of Christ as a meritorious ground of Justifica* 
tion, yet leaves the d6or open to a dangerous error, by teach- 
ing a sacramental justification. When people get the notioh 
that all they have to do in order to be justified^ is just to be 
baptised with water baptism, it is easy to put the less for the 
greater, to become deceived, and grow up and die in a delu- 
sion which is eternally fatal. Look at the tendencies of such 
opinions. See how far the Puseyites have already carried 
it How long will it take for men this side the Atlantic to 
overtake their British brethren. 

7. But the doctrine in reference to the interpretation of 
Scripture set forth in the 8th article is a little more than I 
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vrsB prepared to find in any Journal published by Americans* 
Several ideas occurred to me on reading it. The Dr.* under 
cover of a very skillful term virtually denies the right of pri- 
vate judgment. He defines the Scriptures to be the " fountain 
of truth," knows that we have the Bible in our hands, and 
the writings of learned historians to aid us, and still asserts 
that the fathers of the first three centuries were nearer this 
<* fountain of truth " than ourselves. He tells us we must be 
governed by the opinions of " these fathers," while they are 
inaccessible to a large portion of the people, written in an un- 
known tongue, do not agree among themselves, were unin- 
spired men, and on some accounts more liable to be mistaken 
than we are, and were only designed to be used by us as we 
would employ any other witness, with such abatement of 
their credibility as the circumstances demand. These counsels 
will never be followed but by such as are ready to surrender 
their self-respect, as rational, thinking and accountable beings. 
8, It is somewhat amusing, after the side-long sneer, thrown 
out by the Rev. Dr. in his 9th article against " revivals, pro- 
tracted meetings, and anxious seats," to compare with this his 
formal announcement in the 17th and 18th articles respecting 
opening the church on Saints' Days, and indeed every day in 
the week throughout the year, and especially during the sea- 
son of Lent, for fasting and prayer. Here is a protracted 
meeting the year round, at least forty days in every year, re- 
ceiving the high ofiicial sanction of a prelate, and yet when 
people of a different name assemble for religious purposes, 
the affair is termed " of man's devising and modern origin ! " 
The devotees of Prelacy may give up every week (the 
Prayer Book makes provision for it as the Dr. tells us) to the 
recital of prayers and chaunts, to genuflexions and to diurnal 
sittings oh seats which whether " anxious " or not, must cer- 
tainly be very laborious, and prove a great " weariness to the 
flesh ;" but when any arrangements out of the pale of " the 
Church," are made for those who are in mourning for their 
sins, a leer comes over the grave features of priests and pre- 
lates, and sinister and knowing glances play on the counte- 
nances of " the laity," as if they have too much wit and wis- 
dom to be caught with godly sorrow in their hearts, upon an 
"anxious seat." 
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But to be a little more in earnest — ^by what authority does 
the Rev. Dr. speak of " revivals " as being of " man's de- 
vising and of modern origin 1" By what authority does he 
separate "Revivals" from "the means of grace appointed by 
Christ? " Has he never read of the great revival under Ez- 
ra and Nehemiah — of the great revival at the day of Pente- 
cost—of the great revivals in the times of the Apostles — of 
the great revival in the days of the Reformers — and of the 
great revivals in different parts of the world during the last 
three centuries 1 Has he never seen the prayer of David, 
Ps. 85 : 6, or that of Habakkuk 3 : 2, or the saying of Peter, 
Acts 3 : 19l Why does he scout then at "reviDaZs," as being 
" of man's devising and modern origin 1 " Or has he no just 
appreciation of the dispensation of the Spirit, no clear appre- 
hension of that glorious Agent by whom the kingdom of 
Christ is set up in this world ] These are questions of sol- 
emn import, and he who will speak of revivab of religion as 
being " of man's devising and modern origin," betrays either 
gross ignorance or something worse. 

Strictures might be drawn on several other items contain- 
ed in the Address, as well as other matters in the Journal it- 
self ; but sufficient has been exhibited to show the nature of 
the document, and the likelihood of its raising the spirit of 
inquiry in my mind. I perused it with some care. It was 
the first article of the kind that had ever passed between Mr. 
BoUes and myself. Mr. Bolles afterwards, as will be seen in 
its proper place, insinuated that / was offended at his sending 
it That I had some cause for offence is a proposition open to 
debate. But that I was so in fact is a very mistaken idea. 
On the contrary, I regarded it as designed to be an act of 
courtesy on the part of my Rev. friend, although perhaps ex- 
hibiting a Uttle want of genuine taste, induced through either 
ignorance or carelessness as to what might be truly accepta- 
ble in our mutual relations. I was also pleased that now a 
proper occasion was afforded me, as I thought, to make some 
inquiries in regard to Prelatical tenets, and perhaps to obtain 
some information concerning two or three dark places^ whitjh 
with all my searching, I had never been able to obtain, and 
which I am compelled to say, painful as it is, after all the 
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efforts of Mr4 Bolje^ to enlighten me, I <}o.not nowposspgs..^ 
, One t'hing.wasr--r' . , . . (> \ -. ,^» 
I never coqld sec.how thp Prelatists could clearly a^qd con- 

sistenlly naaintain the doctrine of Prelatjcal ^Episcopacy. 
This'has alwaya been a iark ^jiotlio me. , ^ . ., . .^ , 
" . Anojher thing waa-r- . -, ^^ j ..j. . • . 

I never could see how the- Prelatists , could n^ainta'miby.tfie 
authorily of the Bible their exclusive ideas of .tbq .threjQ-fQld 
orderspf .the Christiiin ministry, Bishop?, Priests, and Dea- 
cons.. This was-alwayfe aaotlK3r dark spot io^e. , . . / 

And one more, thing WJ^s — ... • | 

I neyer bad seen an unbroken, list or catalogue of Ordain- 
ers (roin-any Episcopal clergyman of this day, ^tep..by stf.p, 
and man by man, in a direct line back to the Aposllps,, sjjp- 

. tained by well authenticated history.^ This was wjiatl want- 

. ed much to see,, and. because I never had been able (o find it, 
the doctrine of the Apostolic succession, ds held forth by the 
Prelatists, was always a very dark spat to me.- . • . : ; , > 

Fiirthermorc, I had heard Mr. IJalle.s in conversation,: pjb- 
serve that tjicy;were often misrepre^entcd—rthat, people. fre- 
quently perverted their doctrines,. §nd.L/lhought it but fairyto 

. give. him an, opportunity to ^peak for h^pisQlf. X .wishedihim 

.tox^xplain his own doctrines in his ow)! .words. • I thought 
this the hkc lies t way of preyenting the mrsr^pr^seatatijaupf 
which he cQinplained. • I was, boaad too. tq. ackno]ivl^4gejl||ie 

. reception pi the Journal, ai)d the written nc^f {wh^gh copypy- 

^ ed. this asyal expression pf ,my .ohl/gation^ contained also three 
'inqukies on;the :Subjecls4D:whiplt. allusio.n .;haB.^jre.ady,faj^n 

. made. I tho,ught the language in Dr. De Ljaqqey's addfqss 
touching these three points, .tq. be ia. its?|f ^nibigupu?,. al- 

. though, of course, it is not to b^ supposed that ;! was qntirtely 
ignorant of the i ideas which are comnoonly a^tgic^d by Pre- 
latists to thp ternofs "IJpi^copacy," " Bishop," '* ApojstQjic 

. Succession." ., ,. •• .] ;.. ,.. 7. . < ; 

../ Torycxplajn this am bigiaity,. as ivell a8.to, obtain itbeilooi 

'■ ,wante4 mfofmatipn respecting the three aforesaid topiosj^ikpc 
also to have the direct language of Mr. BoUes, Iwas ifdyqed 

\,tQ Jisnd the. note already mentioned. Mr. ^olles.seetps to 
f^vo tfoatedm^, aslhaye no.dquht wiU b^:.evide(9tit9.1^y 
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one reading the correspondence, just as if I had previously to 
this time, (Dec. 15, 1846) known scarcely anything about 
either the doctrines or the defences of his Church.- He mrght 
have been honest in this opinion, but certainly was mistaken. 
A person who has been through a regular course of Colle- 
giate and Theological instruction, certainly ought not to be 
entirely ignorant of the general questions of Polemical The- 
ology, or the outlines of Ecclesiastical History. All these 
he might understand and yet never have seen such a Kst as 
has been just before described. It was to find out then what 
I did not understand and not what I did — what I did' not know 
and not what I did — what I had not seen and not what I had 
in regard to the three above-mentioned subjects, that I saw 
fit also to apply to Mr. Bolles. 

Another mistake into which he finally fell was that he ap- 
peared to regard me as a kind of pupil at large^ to be instruct- 
ed by him on any or every subject which he might think best 
to introduce. This idea I resisted, as of course in duty bound, 
and it was on this 'point of difference between us that our 
correspondence upon the whole subject, both verbal and 
written, was finally closed. 

In the continuation of this narrative, it will be proper to 
remark, that soon after sending my fifist note, and before re- 
ceiving any written reply, Mr. Bolles sent me also through 
the post office, a copy of his educational address pronounced 
in the Court Hojse of G^enesee County, before an education- 
al meeting called by the County Superintendant of Common 
Schools, and then just published by request. This pamphlbt 
I read, and was generally much pleased with it. One para- 
graph ioi it, p. 13, attracted my particular attention, because 
' of its peculiar aspect as uttered by one who claims that 
his Church is the only true Church of Christ in this land, (un- 
less he might perhaps except the Romish Church) while he 
looks upon all other Churches around him as mere ser/9, no 
pairt of the Church of Christ* . And this same idea, we have 
already seen, is most clearly conveyed in the 19th article of 
Dr. De Lancev's Address. 

The paragraph in question occurring in the pamphlet of 
Mr. Bolles, is aii follows : after making a quotation from one 
of the decisons of the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania, in 
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.rinficb the phrase ** general ChrisHaniiy^^ occurs, Mr. 

Bolles says in a note upon this phrase that " he acknowledg- 
es the difficulty in understanding what is meant by * general 
Christianity.' He denies the right of any body of men to 
separate the truths of God's holy word from each other, pro- 
nouncing some essential and others not, and extracting such 
parts as may suit their fancies ; he believes that the whole of 
this evil may be traced to the existence of sects, and that the 
blessings of a true Christian education can never be experi- 
enced in the world excepting to a limited degree, until secla' 
rianism is renounced. But for so much of Christianity in our 
schools as this detestable *ism' has left us he earnestly pleads/' 

Such an announcement with regard to seels and sectarian* 
ism comes with ill grace in my judgment from one who being 
as much the advocate of a sect as any in the community, if 
not more so, nevertheless talks of the detestable " ism " and 
of its removal from among us. " Oh consistency, thou art a 
jewel !" Let my Rev. friend see to it that the sectarian can- 
ons of his denomination, by which he pretends he is prevent- 
ed from exchanging ministerial courtesies with other clergy- 
men are abolished. Let him at least enter his solemn pro- 
test against them, and then he may begin, with some show of 
reason, to talk of the removal of sectarianism. However, , 
the pamphlet being received and read, I as before felt 
bound to acknowledge it in a written note, in doing which I 
called the attention of Mr. Bolles to the aforesaid paragraph, 
making such comments on it as I judged appropriate. 

Then came his first written communication to me, com- 
prising an answer to my two notes, and accompanied also by 
a small package of books, among which was a Prayer Book, 
designed as a present, with my name written on the fly-leaf, 
" with the regards of my sincere friend, James A. Bolles." 
The leaves of this Prayer Book were turned down in several 
places, inviting my attention to those particular pages. 

To this communication, or rather these two notes, both be- 
ing on the same sheet of paper, I returned a reply dated Dec 
18th. 1846, sending Mr. Bolles, in consideration of his gift, 
a small copy of the Bible in the English version, cbmmonly 
called King James' version, styling it for the time being, 
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"T^G Presfcyterian Book of Prayer." And here I must cLo 
Mr, Bolles the justice to say, that he met the little incident 
with ajeji da esprit which showed a no small vein of humor 
in the man whenever he has an opportunity to open it. 

His. reply to my lettpr of Dec. .l8tK came dated Dec. 21st, 
1846» From that time. the correspc^dence went oh regular- 
ly till Mr. Bolles, in his letter of Dec. 29th, saw' fit to decline 
ail written discussion with me upon the "subject. He suggest- 
ed instead, that I should come to him in' person, as he would 
bp willing to devote a'*half day in every week to the business 
of giving H)e instrucjtion. To this proposition, I replied iiii- 
der date of Dec. 21stj that I could not yet give iip the idea of 
writing; to him, but should at the same time be glad to avail 
myself of his offei: to. give me oral lectures oh the three ques- 
tions I had. already proposed to him. 

In his reply, under date of Jan. 1st, 1847, he fixed the time 
for our first interview, which was to be Tuesday, Jan. 5th, 
1847, in his study, at & o'clock, A.'M. ' The subject to be in- 
vestigated at that tinie wyas the office of " Deacons." 

Joimediately on the reception of the above, I sent him a 
iiQte d^ted Jan 2d, acquiesicing in this general arrangement 
as to tho; oral lectures on the .three aforesaid questions, but 
still reserving toj myself the privilege of sending him written 
communications. on the main subject of the correspondence. 

Accordingly, before the first personal interview, I prepared 
and sent a letter under date of Jan^ 4th, which will be found 
in its proper place. 

,^ Mr. BoUes tells me he did not receive this letter till after 
the interview was held as appointed . above. He had some 
doubts about opening it at all, but .finally concluded to do so. 
• Here il^may be as well to state that the interview was 
h^ld on. Tuesday as aforesaid and. the subject of " Deacons " 
was investiga.ted. The substance of my conclusions from that 
juit^ervieWj are stated in a letter dated Jan. 18th, 1S47, and 
s.ei?t to Mr. Boljes, but refused by him, which letter will ap- 
pear ijj its proper place. At the.closq of oiir first interview, 
-it was suggested that tha-Ae^t'stiQlird. be on the Tuesday of 
ihj3 i^xt iiye^k at the ; same hour 'and that * the, subject should 
be " Episcopacy tested by Scripture,*' a tract written by one 
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of the Onderdonks. With this understanding, the interview 
of Jan. 5th. was closed. 

The next day, Wednesday the 6th, Mr. Bolles sought an 
interview with me at my boarding-house, and on our being 
aiione in my room, he took from his pocket my letter bearing 
date Jan 4th, 1847, which he had received since our interview 
of the day before, and read it through, commenting on its 
various parts, and telling me somewhat how he should treat 
it on the supposition that he should prepare a written teply at 
all. At this interview, we had considerable conversation 
upon the condition of matters as they stood between us. 
Among other things, Mr. Bolles desired me not to send him 
any more written communications, ^aid he was willing to in- 
struct me in his study, and still if I was determined to pursue 
the matter, he had a proposition to make, Which was this, that 
we should consult hjoo genthinm of this villa ge^ both ofw/tom he 
named, and if they thought best we WQuld enter into a public 
discussion. I replied in substance that t for myself was well 
pleased with matters as they were now going on. I was con- 
tent to write him as often as I could, and also to listen to Ki^ 
oral lectures on Tuesdays. But nevertheless, as he had hint- 
ed the possibility of a public discussion, it seemed to place me 
in a somewhat new position. I would think of it, and before 
anything farther was done, I would see him again. This 
was fpf substance the nature of the interview of* Jan. 6th. 

On Saturday morning," Jan. 9th, I called oh Mr. 'Bolles, ac- 
cording to promise — told hini Ihad considered the matter of 
our conversation on Wednesday, (ind as I, preferred this part 
of our correspondence e$pecially^ should be in a permanent 
form, I would write him a note informing him what I had 
concluded under all the circumstances' to do. Hx3 asked me 
particularly if I had concluded to give up the Tuesday morn- 
ing interviews. I told him if 1 did so conclude, I woujd state 
it in the note I was about to send him. This was for sub- 
stance the naturie of the interview of Jiari. 9th. * 

. I went immediately home, prepared and sent my notp of 
Jan. 9th, 1847, which will be foqnd in its proper place, and 
from the nature of which it will be seen, as well as from tHe 

whole circumstances of the case, that I supposed Mr. Bolles 
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would not expect, me at his study on Tuesday morningr, Jan. 
12th. Accordin,:!:ly, I did not go. On the other hand, I 
waited a reply to my challenge of the 9th, but no such yp/jr 
camci Instead of it, however, Mr. Belles sent rae his letter 
of Jan. 15th, 1847, which also will be found in its proper 
glace,, and will speak for itself. 

To this IjBtter, I sent a reply under date of Jan. 16th, 1 847, 
which was returned by the bearer unopened. Mr. Bolles 
would j^ol rcceiye iL But it will nevertheless appear in its 
proper place,. . It contained, suffice it to say, an expression of 
a ^etexpaination oju my part to renew the personal interviews, 
jthe next of] which was to occur on Tuesday, Jan., 19th, 

Feeling myself, again at liberty to address Mr. Bolles by 
written communication on the main subject of pur intercourse, 
on Monday, Jan. 1 8th, I prepared another letter. It was sent 
him, and like its fellow retui'ned unopened. Mr. Bolles would 
not recfive it. Nevertheless, this also will apppar in its prop- 
er place, and will speak for itself. 

At the appointed tinie, on. Tuesday the 19th, I visited Mr. 
Bolles study for the purpose of listening to his second oral 
lecture. The subject of it was the first part of Dr. Onder- 
donk's tract on " Episcopacy tested by Scripture." during 
the interview, Mr. Bolles insisted on my answering categori- 
-cally certain questions which he propounded to me. I inter- 
posed that it was not proper to answer them now, but that in 
due time I would answer them, as I intended to do it in wnr 
ting ; whereupon, quite a spirited discussion arose upon the 
rules which ought to be observed by us respectively and upon 
other matters involved in the general discussion. The result 
was that Mr. Bolles gave me a written paper, to which I was 
to reply in writing, having obtained a promise from him that 
if I handed my reply to him myself he would not refuse it. 
Both, these documents will be found in their proper places. 

Perhaps it may be as well to state here for the benefit of 
the reader, what were the questions which Mr. Bolles insist- 
. ed I should answer. 

1. Do you deny that the Apostles and Elders are fairly dis- 
tinguislfed from each other. in several places of the Acts of the 
ApQstles as distinct and separate orders ? . 



2. Do you deny that the Apostles were hot distinguished 
from the elders simply because they were appointed by Christ 
personally? 

3. Do you deny that the Apostles were not distinguished 
from the elders merely because they had seen our Lord after 
his resurrection ? 

4. Do you deny that the Apostles were distinguished from 
the elders in consequence of their superiority in ' ministerial 
power and rights f 

To these questiohs Mr. Boiled insisted that I should say 
"yes" or " no" upon the spot. I declined doing this for the 
reason ^hat I was there to hear him in his oral lectures, and 
in due time I would furnish a full written reply to these ques- 
tions. The reader can judge for himself whether I have kept 
my promise, when he has read my letter bearing date Feb. 
10th, 1847. After some further discussion, Mr.JJolles said he 
would go on with his instructions, the subject for * the next 
interview being the remainder of Dr. Onderdonk's tract. 
Nevertheless, the proposition he had made to me in writing 
should stand the same, and he would receive from me a writ- 
ten answer. 

See the two documents. 

During this interview of Jan. 19th, Mr* BoUes referred al- 
so to " the communication of some length " spoken of in his 
note of Jan. 15th, and said "he would tiou? rf^d it to me." I 
objected that '* I could not hear it, for the reason that be had 
now already positively refused /tuo of my letters, and for him 
to read me there a long epistle which wias to " be an answer 
to my interrogatories and to all my last communications," 
and thus make it a part of the written correspondeiice with- 
out giving me an opportunity to reply t^ it in writing, was 
indeed a strange wdy of proceeding, and I could not subiiiit 
to it." At the same time, I told him that if he chose to send 
it to me, nothing would give me greater pleasure than to re- 
ceive it, provided I .could have the privifege of anstrering it 
He said if he concluded to send it he ^ould let nie know. * 

The interview of the 1 9th termin^tisd, arid a day or tivo 
after I met Mr. Bolle» ia the street, whereupon He •|»ke4 me if 
my reply was reidyfoifhim in regstrS to the-wrfttefn'jfaper he 



had given me in his study the Tuesday before ? I immedi- 
ately handed it to him and we separated. 

On Tuesday, the 26th, the next interview was held, the 
principal subject of which was still the tract of Dr. Onder- 
donk. 

On the next day, Wednesday the 27th, just as I was going 
to my evening prayer-meeting, Mr. Bollcs met me in the 

: street, and said he had concluded to send the letter he ha4 
been preparing. I replied, '* very well, I am glad you have 
concluded to do so." He passed on, and when I returned 
from my meeting, his letjter had already arrived. It bore 
date^Jan. 11th, 1847. I received it Jan. 27tli. It is a long 

. communication, as will be seen by a reference to it. I imme- 
diately sat down even before reading it, and wrote my short 

. note bearing date Jan. 27th. But judge of my astonishment 
when on riding his communication, I found he positively 

. refused to receive a written answer! Surely thought I, he will 
not be so uncivil as nototo reject my note. But in this I was 
mistakeji. He sent it back uuTopened, as he had done afore- 

- timel 

And I would here remark that this note, which will appear 

in the proper place, being as it wore the herald of the letter 

. I was preparing jn iieply to tliat of Mr. Bollcs, under date of 

Jan. nUa, I considered 'the whoje-as virtually refused iy him, 

I s6.thqt my conxmuniciition of Feb. 10th, 1847 will appear in 

J its pkce,: like some of its comrades, a jilted docurt\enf. 

. It ought to be Staged also, that a good portion of Mr. Bollqs' 

♦ letter of Jan. 1 Ith sfeo^Id have been very much modified, had 
' the Rev. gentleman allp^ed himself the opportunity of bqipg 
. :bieUer informed. The tWQ letters which he had previously 

refused,: w^uld in .my judgment have given him some notions 
hard to reconcile With ju^t the kind of epistle which he chose 
to aend m^. The epistle itself, however, has received its.jp- 

- swcr in aaotheripl^ce. . 

.: Then came the ii>t0rvietv of Tuesday, Feb. 2d. The lec- 
ture at this^iniie wa3'uppii:Bpi3copacy as set forth in Chapin's 
' Brimitive. Church.. Igaive. J\fr, .golles an abstract of what 
V Cha|>iQ bad said: upon ^be officer to£; the ministry. . I suppose 

• abo^iyi tbi9itiro«;iny: Bpy.in^truetoi: fanfcied be, had subdued 
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me into the character of a quiet and docile pupil, having 
some hopes of now making me what he thinks I ought to be, 
a true son of ^Uhe Church,^^ I did, however, at this inter- 
view even venture to urge upon his reception my little note ^ 
of Jan. 27th, which I carried with me. At finst he w^s unr 
willing, but finally concluded to ta.ke it ; and I parted with 
him at thi^ time light of heart at the thought that his sense of 
propriety was returning, and that now I should certainly have 
an opportunity to send him a reply to his mammoth epistle. 

Tubings remained thus till Tuesday, Feb. 9th, when I visit- 
ed my Rev. Instructor again. The subject this time was a 
continuation of Chapin. I gave in my abstract as before. 
Mr. B.-read me a long essay, as he said, to clear away my 
prejudices against the Episcopal Church, ,and finally con- 
cluded the interview by handing me back my poor little note 
of Jan. 27th, unopiened! He had kept it a week, and would 
not look in it ! I did begin to think it was treating the paper 
with great disrespect. However, I took ,the wee-bit missive 
home, pretty much resolved that Mr. Bolks should hear from 
it agalh. 

Tuesday, Feb. 1 6th, soon came round, and found me once 
more in Mr. Bolles' study. The subject was still Chapin, 
and the ofiices of the Christian Ministry. I gave in, for the 
third time, my abstract. Mr. Bolles filled up the hour, as 
well as he could, by remarks of his own, and reading from 
books. We had now finished that part of Chapin which es- 
pecially related to my first two enquiries. We were about to 
come to an inveptigation of the thirds touching the Jtposlolical 
Succession, He insisted for the next interview that th^ sub- 
ject should be, the permanency of the Christian Church. I ob- 
jected that I had no doubts upon that subject, that I had 
never sought instruction from him upon it, and that he was 
bound to instruct me, if at all, in regard to the unbroken list 
of ordainers, after which I had so anxiously inquired. Where- 
iipon he declared, in so many words, that he could instruct 
me no longer, if he could not direct what books and subjects 
I should study. I still urged that I was there for the special 
purpose of finding the unbroken list of ordainers, and that I 
should be glad to continue under his instruction, if he would 
5 
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only furnish me a proper text-booh He declared that I was 
bound to recite to him in such manner as he directed, and 
that he should expect me, the next Tuesday morning, to give 
in my abstract on the permanency of *the Christian Church. 
I told him whenever he would procure me a proper text-book, 
I should be most^happy to continue with him. He then ror 
peated, in words to this effect : " I shall not instruct you, un- 
less I can direct the books you are to read." " Very well," 
said I, " if you will not instruct, then your oral lectures are 
ended." This was, substantially, the amount of our last in- 
terview, in the relation of Teacher and Pupil. 

In order to show Mr. BoUes, however, that I was still 
willing to act fairly, on the same day, Feb. 16th, I wrote hina 
another note, which will also be found in its proper place. 
This note, unsealed, I left for Mr. B. myself at his house, he 
at the time not being at home. A day or two afterwards, it 
wa& sent back to me in an envelope, through the Post Ojffice. 
Whether it was read by my Rev. friend or not, I am imable 
to say. 

Fearing, however, that by some means, he had failed to 
discover its import, I concluded to try, once more^ and see if 
I could bring him out. For this purpose, my note, under date 
of Feb. 20th, was sent to him through the Post Office, and in 
a day or two returned unopened 1 Thus five different docu' 
ments were sent back by the courteous Mr. B., the last of 
which will, in its proper place, close the written correspond- 
ence, and make way for such other chapters and observations 
as may in their time be deemed, advisable. 

On the subject of episcopacy, as treated by Chapin, and 
examined by us in the Tuesday interviews, I have simply 
now to rerhark that my letter of Feb. 10th contains what I 
deem a sufficient exposition. 

From that ever memorable Tuesday, Feb. 16th, 1847, T 
believe Mr. Bolles and myself have not exchanged a word of 
conversation, up to the present time, respecting the manner in 
which our correspondence and our interviews were conduct- 
ed, and finally concluded. 

Mr. Bolles sent for his books, Jan., 1848, and they were 
returned without note or comment, with the ex<^ption of two 
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CMT three, which, when sent back, will convey also my ac- 
knowledgments to my Rev. friend and instructor, according 
to the circumstances of the case. 

I have endeavored, in this narrative, to give all the essen- 
tial facts and statements, substantially, as they occurred, 
without pretending to observe the exact language, in every 
instance. I am not conscious of deviating from a true and 
fair statement of the whole transaction ; if I have, in any in- 
stance, done so, none will regret it more than myself. 

It is but just to add that I have met Mr. BoUes many times 
since, under various circumstances, and in different conditions, 
and I believe that, personally and socially, no two men in the 
community are on better terms than we are. I have even 
recently invited him into my pulpit, and to lead in prayer on 
a public occasion ; and though doubtless he would not do so 
by me, still, while I earnestly contend against the exclusive 
bigotry, and I may add, the arrogauce of his doctrines, I am 
resolved to vie with him to the last, in the exercise of the. 
courtesies of life. 

We may now consider as fairly open, the door to the 

CORRESPONDENCE. 

Rev. James A. BoUes, 

Dear Sir r-^-I embrace the earliest convenience 
to return you my acknowledgments for the copy of the Jour- 
nal of the Ninth Annual Convention of the Diocese of Wes- 
tern New York, which I was informed by Capt. FoUett, you 
desired him to present me. 

I have read with some care, the address of Rev. Dr. De 
Lancey, wherein he undertakes to define, What Puseyism is 
not I discover he speaks of " Episcopacy" as being of divine 
institution, and obligatory on the conscience of Christian peo- 
ple ; he also speaks of the Apo^olical succession ; and of 
Bishops, Priests, and Deacons, as constituting the three-fold 
ministry of apostolic origin, scriptural authority, and primitive 
sanction. 

Now, my dear Sir, will you allow me to ask what you 
understand to be the doctrine of your Church, in reference to* 
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Ihc "episcopacy,'- that is, ^vhethcl• you h<dd to ParochiftI or 
to Prclatical episcopacy, as being of scriptural authority ancl 
primitive sanction? Also, whether or not you mean hy 
Bishop a Pastor of a single congregation,— by Priest, a simple 
Presbyter or Elder, and by Deacon, merely one whose office 
it is to attend to the pecuniaiy concerns of the Church, partis 
cularly the provisions for her poor 1 

Also, whether you mean by the Apostolical Succession, 
that is, do you mean by it such a succession as that you your* 
self, for example, can trace your own Une of ordination, step 
by step, and man by man, in a direct unbroken chain, back to 
the Apostles ] 

And will you please to add, also, some of the chief proofs 
of the positions which you take in reference to each of these 
tc^ics, that I may be informed, precisely, what yon, for one, 
do believe and te^ch respecting them. 

If you can, consistently with your various duties, do me the 
favor to reply to this, I shall be happy to receive from you a 
communication of this nature. You may think it strange that 
I should ask the above questions. — I have been prompted to 
it by a desire to know the truth : by some suggestions in Dr. 
DeLancey's Address, p: 39, where he speaks of " the deplora- 
ble ignorance of many who oppose the Church," and of their 
utter incapacity to understand her position and prospects :-r- 
and by a belief that as you have been, so kind as to forward me 
the Journal itself, you will stand ready to give me any fur- 
ther light I may desire on the subject of which it treats. 
Truly yours, 

Byron Sunderland. 

Batavia, Dec. 15th, 1846. 



To the Rev. James A. BoUes, 

Dear Sir : — ^I received this m<n'ning from your 
hand, through the Post Office, a copy of your Educational 
Address. I have before heard of it, and have just now had 
the pleasure of perusing it. 

I much admire the general tenor and spirit of the Address. 
I thmk it concise, chaste, and practical ; and as such I hcqpe 
it may have a wide circulation^ 
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I WM pftrticutariy sUack with wiiat you have observed on 
the head of morality ia the public schools. 

The only thing about which I have my doubts as to its ef- 
fect upon the publie mind, is what you were pleased to say 
about *' sectarianism »" Perhaps I do not regard this point 
as you do ; but has it ever occurred to my friend that Ae 
pight be as deeply implicated as any in the evils of sectari^ 
anism (whatever those evils may be thought to be) t If this 
is the feeling you cherish^ and if you mourn over the part 
which your own Church has,, in your view, taken in the un- 
happy feuds that have distracted Christendom, purely i 
should most heartily sympathise. There are, doubtless, evils 
in ail our churches which cannot fail to be lamented by those 
who pray for the peace and glory of Zion. 

Willing ever to hear from you, either through the Press 
which you so fairly represent, and so justly eulogize, or by 
written communications from your own hand, 
I remain, dear Sir, truly yours, 

tivaON SUNOEKLANB. 

Batavia, Dec. 16th, 1846. 



Batavia, Dec 16, 1846. 
Rey'd and Dear Sir,--**I take great pleasure in acknow- 
. ledgtng your favor of the 1 5th ips t. 

The Journals of our Convention are sent to every clergy- 
man and to every vestrjrman in the diocese : and liaviilg a 
few more copies than 1 wished to distribute among the ves«^ 
trymen here, I thought I would send one to you as a matter 
of courtesy and respect, presuming that the statistical fact» 
would be interesting, and also that you would be pleased to 
read Bishop DeLaaeey's Address. But I did not suppose 
that you would find anything in it, which would lead you to 
an examination of the distinctive doctrines and principles 
of the Episcopal ChuFch| or, as I should prefer to say, the 
Church Catfa<^c. 

As to my own views, they a^e ia aecordance with those 
of Bishop DeLancey, as expressed in his address, and gene« 
rally with the standard writem <^ our Church. I seed for 
yottr perusal, therefore, a few vohsmes^ ivhich yen wifl fuA 
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amch more satisfectory than anything whidi I toukl say, 
especially in the short space of a single letter. 

On the three points embraced in your questions, viz : the 
kind of Episcopacy which we hold to, the meaning of Bishop, 
Priest, and Deacon, as distinguished from each other, and the 
nature of the Apostolic Succession, yon will find full expla- 
nations in the articles where I have turned down the leaves, 
with the proof of the positions taken. 

In the Prayer Book which I send, and of which I ask your 
kind acceptance, you will find under the ^* form and manner 
of making, ordaining, and consecrating Bishops, Priests, and 
Deacons,'' such information as you may wish, in relation to 
the difference in these orders. 

I also send a few pamphlets which I ask yoato accept, and 
I beg to assure you that I shall be most happy to read any 
books or pamphlets, which at any time you may be pleased 
to send for my perusal. 

With the assurance of my sincere respect ^nd esteem, 
I am, truly and aflectionately, yours, 

James A. BolLes. 

To Rev. B. Sunderland. 



My Dear Sir, — ^I had but just written the fofegofng when 
I received your kind note in relation to my educational ad- « 
dress« I am right glad to learn that you think so well of it, 
and am only sorry that we cannot " see eye ta eye '* on tho 
subject of •* sectarianism." Sect is from **seco," to cut 
off, and of course is strictly applicable only to those who are 
cut off, or have cut themselves off, from the Church of Christ. 
And ^' sectarianism" being a disposition to sects, is undoubt- 
ediy one of the greatest evils of the present day ; and, per- 
haps, the greatest of its evils is, that it cripples the energies 
of the Church, identifies her in the public mind witli [that . 
which she is not, and confounds the names of things, putting 
" light for darkness, and darkness for light." The only way 
to remedy this evil is to begin to call things by their right 
names. The Church of Christ is not, and cannot be, a sect ; 
and, therefore, so far as we' are faithful members of that 
Church, we cannot be sectarians. Allow me to express the 



hope that the time may speedUy come when we shall ^^lee 
eye to eye.'* Truly, &c., ♦ 

Jambb a. Bolles. 



Rev. Jamei A. BoIIes, 

Dear Sir: — I was deh'ghted to receive from 
you, the day before yesterday, a package of books ancf 
pamphlets, together with the communication which accom- 
panied them. On examination^ I found some of them you 
designed to loan for my perusal, and some you had sent me 
aa presents. The latter are, your own work, a copy of which 
I already have, a pamphlet entitled, *' Reasons why I am a 
Churchman," and a Prayer Book. 

For these manifestations of your regard, be pleased, dear 
air, to receive my sincere and grateful acknowledgments. 

The other works (except Percival on the Succession, a 
copy of which I own, and therefore with this I will return 
the one you sent) I shall carefully preserve, and when I 
have perused them, I will return them in safety. 

For the Prayer Book I am particularly obliged, since I had 
at this time only a borrowed copy, and it is always conveni- 
ent to have it for reference en any question in which it is 
concerned. But as I should not feel it quite courteous to 
* stccept a gift of this kind without presenting you one in return, 
I accordingly send you a small copy of ^* the Presbyterian 
Book of Prayer," which I beg you to accept with my most 
sincere regards. You will find in it, the Litany, Colleote, 
Psalms, Rubric, and all, as they are used in our Church ; and 
as it contains also the authority on which we rely for our 
views of the officers of the Christian Church, I have taken 
the liberty to refer you, by turning down the leaves at the 
places which speak most clearly and conclusively on this sub^ 
ject, adding short notes on small strips of paper which yovL 
will find in connection with the references themselves. (See 
noUB at the conclusion of this letter.) 

On the general subject of Church Order, &c., the few 
works which I have you doubtless either- own or have read, 
I have 

I. Whately's .Kingdom of Christ, an invaluable wofk« 
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2. Mason's Review <rf Episcopacy. 

3. Life and Institn tea of Calvin. 

4. Cbeever's Lectures. 

5. Apostolic Church, by Albert Barnes. 

6. Epistles of the Christian Fathers. 

7. Mosheim's Eccl. Hist. 

6. Snodgrass on the Apostolical SoccessioB. 

9. Powel on Succession.- 

10. Rule of Faith, by Dr. Peck. 

11. Bang's Original Church of Christ ; and 

la. A Treatise on the Presbyterian form of Church Grov- 
ernment. 

Should you, however, desire to see any of these worlts, I 
will forward them to you virtth the greatest pleasure. M ean* 
time if you have the works of Archbishop Usher, or of the 
venerable Bede, you would do me a great favor by loaning 
me them for my peru^iaL If you have, too, any history of 
the Culdees of North Britain, or of the Waldenses of Pied- 
mont, I would be happy to read these also. 

You observe in your leter, that your "own views are in 
accordance with those of Bishop DeLancey, as expressed in 
bis address.^' But you do not say, neither does hcj as I dis* 
cover, whether you hold to Prelatical or Parochial Episco^ 
pacy,-T-or what is the precise office of a Bishop, a Priest, or 
a Deacon,— or whether you teach such an Apostolical Suc- 
cession as that you yourself, for example, can trace back your 
line of ordination in the manner described in my previous 
communication. It is on this very point that I am yet in the 
dark. J shall keep searching, however, and perhaps my diffi- 
culty will be solved by some of the bo6k« you have sent me. 
But if I do not get light here, I shall be obliged to recur again 
to you as a living teacher on this topic. 

On the subject of " sectarianism" perhaps we dhall not'find 
ourselves. SD wilely apart, when we come to understand each 
otherjs views and feelings. I was pleased with your etymo- 
logical signification of tte term "sectarianism-" and could 
not help thinking how it is that you can "prefer" to call 
your Church " the Church Catholic," when she was cut off 
from .the Church of Rome in the days of -Henry VIII, -and 
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has never since^been restored. Is she not then a sect accord- 
ing to your own definition of the term ? 

Hoping indeed that the time may speedily come, when all 
evangelical Christians, and all Protestant Ministers of the 
Gospel shall " see eye to eye," and toil and pray together for 
the advancement of that Kingdom of God, which "is not in 
word, but in power," and praying ever for the welfare of you 
and yours, I remain, dear sir. 

Your brother in the bonds of Christ, 

Byron Sunderland. 

Batavia, Dec. 18th, 1846. 

N. B. The truth is, the Prayer Book I sent Mr. Bolles was 
nothing more or less than our common English version of the 
the Bible. The first place where I turned down a leaf, was 
I think at the 6th chapter of Acts. On that passage I sent 
the following note or comment : — 

There appears to be a httle discrepancy between your 
Prayer Book and mine on the subject of Deacons. Your 
Prayer Book says that the martyr Stephen was chosen to the 
oflice of deacon, whereas my Prayer Book says no such 
thing, as you will see by reading the 6th of Acts, where the 
word deacon is not even mentioned. A certain ofl[ice is here 
instituted, I admit, and seven men are appointed to fill it; but 
what authority have we to call them " deacons," save the 
general meaning of the term, which signifies " servants," and 
which in this sense might be properly applied to any one who 
performs a service for the Church. But names aside, let us 
ask what is the office here instituted ? Is it precisely the 
same in the 6th of Acts as it is described to be in your Prayer 
Book 1 Is there anything said of this office as described in 
Acts, " that it confers qn its subject the right, and enjoins on 
him the duty, to read Holy Scriptures and homilies in the 
Church, to instruct the youth in the catechism, to baptize 
infants, and to preach t" Where is the authority for all this 
as belonging to the office to which the seven were chosen, as 
related in the 6th of Acts? Is it in any other part of the 
Bible 1 Or do you put it simply on the ground of expediency T 
If the latjter, then of course the views you hold^ aiasdt which 
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are taught in yout Prayer Bookj so far as they transcend the 
express or fairly implied warrant of scripture in reference, to 
the office of deacon, are not of such divine obligation as to 
bind the conscience. 

Another passage at which I turned down a leaf, was, Irit 
Timothy, 3: 8. My' comment on this place was as follows : — r 

On the subject of what was the exact office of deacons as 
a distinctive order of officers in the Church, it seems to me 
that this place, Tim. S: 8, et seq., does not inform us. It 
cannot, therefore, be used as a proof-text in reference to the 
office described in the 6th of Acts. If we choose to assume 
that this was the office of the deacons, I suppose Ive may ; 
but if others differ from us, they would have a right to do so. 
Suppose it be said that the passage in Tim. has no reference 
to the office described in Acts, how can we refute this asser- 
tion ? What ground can we rest upon for our application of 
the term " deacon" to the office of the seuew, save the general 
meaning of the term, and the general law of expediency 1 

Note 3d; 

Your Prayer Book speaks of an order of Priests in the 
Gospel Ministry. I find no such order of officers in this 
Christian Church described in mine. The nearest thing I find 
to it is in 1st Pet. 2: 5, where the whole body of believers 
are styled " a holy Priesthood." Jesus Christ is called, it is 
true, " the High Priest of our profession ; but we have only 
to consider the pecuhar office of a Priest, as one Ivho bffi^rs 
up sacrifices, in order to see that no such term can be strictly 
applicable to any portion of the Gospel Ministry, thereby de- 
noting a distinctive otder of officers in the Christian Church." 
If it is so applied, it must be by a figure of speech and by hu- 
man consent, and not by any well-grounded warratit in thte 
word of G6d. So far as I know the scriptures, or tiavfe ex- 
amined them, in reference to this particular point, I fiA'd 
nothing that agrees with or supports yoilr ideas of the order 
of Priests in the Christian Church, or, with what I Suppose to 
be your ideas of it, 

Note 4. 
On the subject of Bishops I find nothitig certainly in Iny 
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Prayer Book, and really see n3tbing in youns, whioh g(»a to 
support the idea that Prelatical Bishops, aud not Papookial^ 
have the sanction of God's word. I refer to Matt. I8th and 
l^Oth chapters ; Acts 15: 22, and 20th chapter; Pliil. I: 1 ; 
^st Tim. 5: 17, &c. ; 1st Peter, 1; 1, &c. Froiw^ all which 
npthing, as I can see, appears to support the dpctrine that 
prelatical Episcopacy is *' binding on the conscience of Chrisn 
tian people. r 

Note >5. 
I sae it stated in your Prayer Book that Matthias was 
ordained to be of the number of the iweldej when there is 
nothing of that kind mentioned in the Sacred Records. We 
are infornjed that they prayed, cast lots, and the lot fell on 
M^^tthias, and he was numbered with the eleven ApostleSi. 
JVo ordination here ! 

NOTJE 6. 

As for the Apostolic Succession, I do not fi;id any thing 
which either strictly defines, or in any way supports that 
description of it to which my question had reference. Pei>» 
haps you cs^n still help to the proofs upon this point. 



Batavia, Dec. 21st, 1846. 

Rev. and Defl.r Sir: — ^Your kind favor of the 18th inst. waa 
duly received, and for your invaluable present I ask yau, to 
accept my sincere thanks. Much to my surprise, I found on 
ex^min^tipn that it was the Holy M^le which you had sent 
to m§ — the most precious of all books — ^and translated inta 
jlngli^h by the venerable compilers of the " Book of Common 
Prayer." 

But judge of my astonishment when I ascertained from 
ypiur letter that you had actually changed the name of thi§ 
IJply Bopk, ^nd had entitled it the ^'Presbyteris^n Book of 
J?rayer'' 1 1 ! Can it be possible (I could not but exclaim t<> 
inyself ) that our Presbyterian brethren, having chained al- 
most every thing else which the Reformers established, axQ 
now disppsed to change even the name of the Bibte itself^ 
that pn)y book for which they have hitherto professed the 
highest regard ! Can it be possible I Where will they atop 
in dieir strange career of innovation and demolition I Is tbe9% 
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nothing which is too sacred and yenerable for them to 
destroy II Alas! alas! We could bear this change wth 
some degree of calmness and composure, did we suppose that 
it manifested on their part, any disposition to pay a higher 
regard to the authority of the Bible, or any determination to 
read more of its sacred pages in their famihes and places of 
public concovj^rse. But we fear that it arises more from the 
love of novelty and chdngc than anything else, and therefore 
we cannot but regard it as another sad developement of the 
inevitable tendency of their peculiar system. So much for 
my soliloquy — the reflections of my own mind — and, you 
observe, said to myself. 

However, I sincerely thank you for the gift, and notwith- 
standing your new and extraordinary nomenclature, I shall 
still continue to call it by its old name — the Bible, and shall 
not confound it even with the Church Book of Common 
Prayer, though I am quite sure that the latter is founded upon 
the former, and is the best exponent of its meaning now ex- 
tant in the world. 

In one respect, my dear Sir, I derive from your letter pe» 
culiar delight, for I see that you are determined to enter upon 
a thorough examination of Church principles, and therefore I 
send a few other works which no doubt you will be pleased 
to peruse. 

In the 2d vol. Burnet, p. 115, where I have turned down 
the leaf, you will find an important fact in relation to the Re- 
formers, and those sudden and extemporaneous heats which 
some have called since that time, the " worshipping by the 
spirit." 

In the 1st vol. Bowden, pp. 222-3, you may find an ac- 
count of the Waldenses, which may possibly give you entire 
satisfaction, and on p. 273, you will see something about the 
Picts, or ** Culdees of North Britain," as you call them. . On 
pp. 229-^0, you will find the opinions of Archbishop Usher 
and Bishop Stillingfleet. On pp. 313-19, the unbroken suc- 
cession is demonstrated, by a sort of mathematical process 
which you will understand ; and on pp. 323-8, you will see 
an illustration of sectarian fairness and honesty, which neither 
€f us can admire. 
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Ifl 2d vd, Bowden, p. 72, you will find ifce subject ef 
" Deacona" slightly touched upon, though more fully ex- 
pounded in Chapin, p. 142, and when you have read them 
both, I have no doubt you will be happy to acknowledge that 
St. Stephen was only in the deaconate when he suffered mar- 
tyrdom. On pp. 130-41, you will find some opinions of 
Calvin, which you can verify by a reference to his works. 
On pp. 156-62, you will find a further account of the Wal- 
denses, much more minute and satisfactory than the former. 
And then you will find in the same book, an "Essay on the 
Invalidity of Pfesbyterian Ordinatioq," by Dr. Cooke, which 
you will perceive to be unanswerable. 

In Chapin's "Primitive Church,'^ pp. 142-9, you tvill find 
"What we mean by "iJeacons" — pp. 150-69, what we mean 
by Priests — pp. 169-243, what we mean by Bishops ; and 
you will be pointed to that text of scripture. Acts 1 : 22, 
where St. Peter gives us to understand that Matthias was 
actually ^'ordainedJ' On pp. 280-354, you will find the 
Apostolic Succession so fully unfolded and explained, and 
traced, man by man, that I am quite sure you will be forced to 
acknowledge it never was, and never can be broken. On pp. 
359-381, you will find the independence of the English Church 
fio well established, long before ihe time of Henry VIII, that 
you will no longer wonder at the little regard w^hich we pay 
to Papal Bulls and excommunications, however much they 
may trouble and alarm our Presbyterian brethren. 

In Duel's reply to Whately, you will find a masterly refu- 
tation of that "invaluable book." In Hobart's Apology, you 
will find that candid and eloquent exposition of "Gospel 
Truth and Apostolic Order," which led to the downfall of 
Dr. Mason, bnd which drew from Mason himself this remark- 
able declaration, that "if he w^ere to entrust' the destinies of 
his country to the hands of any one nian, that man should be 
John Henry Hobart." 

Now, my dear Sir, I am sorry that I cannot send to you 
either Usher or the venerable Bede ; but if the works which 
I do send are not sufficient to remove your doubts and satisfy 
your mmd, then I have a host of others which I shall be glad 
to supiply you with, arid I am quite suriB if you persevere in 
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the investigation, yota will be led to embrace tb^ Catholic 
Truth. But 1 beg you to remember that sometimes 

«< A man convinced against hi» will, 

Is of tho same opinion slill.'* 

And therefore I hope you will endeavour to carry your will 
along with your judgement, and be ready to xxuxke that sacri** 
fice of feeling and inclination which the truth may demand. 

Most of the works in your list I have read, oxoeptioig 
" Snodgrass on the Succession,'' which I have some curiosity 
to see, and also the ** Presbyterian Confession of Faith," 
which I suppose you have, though not enumerated*. 

And now that all who profess and call themselves Chris* 
tians, whether Protestants,' or Catholics, or Romanists, w^ay 
hold t^ie faith in unity of spirit, in the bqnd (^ peace, and in 
righteousness of life, is the humble prayer of 

Your sincere friend and b^-other in Christ, 

James A. SoLLJsa* 
To Rev. B. Sunderland. 



Rev. James A. BoUes, 

Dear Sir : — Much to my delight and gratifica- 
tion, I received from you this morning another epistle, ao- 
Qompanied by another package of books, treating ag I sup^j 
pose, upon the interesting and important subject of Church 
organization, and which I shall be glad to find full of ligh^ 
and instru<;;tion on a theme so absorbing. I discover on i^ 
cursory survey of their titles, they are volumes I shall read 
with great interest, and therefore I must express myself iq 
terms of the most heartfelt gratitude for your kindness. 

I am sorry you were so discomposed at the simple fact of 
my having styled the "Holy Bible," the ** Presbyterijia 
Book of Prayer.' ' Surely we have no other, wx confess no 
other. It belongs to all Christians, as well as to ourselveSf 
We do not pretend to monopolize it; but we do mean to 
characterize it above all other books a^ the standard of su- 
preme authority^— and of authority SQ inconpparable that in 
our own Church (the Presbyterian) we could not think of 
introducing any other, either as its substitute or rival, in any 
part of our religious worship. We call it the "llply iJihl^" 
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as you Justly say, " most pnecious of all books.'' We do not 
mdtiliite or garble it ; wb do not destroy its titles or |[change 
its ibrtn, but we simply say that it is our Book of -Prayer — - 
the treasury of the divine truth and promises— ^the fountain 
of spiritual instruction, sufficient for us in all matters of doc* 
trine and of duty, without the help of a separate Liturgy, 
Prstyer Book, or any other such like assfetance, instituted 
and issued by uninspired and fallible man. It is for the can- 
did then to judge who have mutilated and garbled " the form 
of sound words," — those who hold it entire and unaltered as 
it came to us from the pen of inspiration: or those who, with 
great expressed veneration for it, have yet divided and cast 
into another mould, in which are mingled also merely human 
suggestions, opinions, and directions, many of the most im- 
portant parages of Holy Writ. 

However, you may be assured I do not desire to contend 
with you about this *' nomenclature," as you call it. If it is 
offfeiisive to you ; if it injures your feelings, my friend, or is 
repugnant to your taste, why of course on a question so tri- 
vial as the mere choice of a name, written as this is in a con- 
nection Which can do no harm, I would not wantonly wound 
you by persisting in the use of the appellation that caused 
your mournful soliloquy and most grave lamentation. 

In reference to the substance of your "remarks to your- 
self," I &m glad to see that- they were "the reflections of 
your oWn mind, said only to yourself I" There never was^ 
in nly opinion, an instance of more prudence and caution oh 
the part, of any one — ^for you know, my friend, that a mati 
may say a great many things to himself that he will never, at 
Icfast in this world, be cJalled upon either to prove or abandon* 
On the subject of your joy arising from a manifestation on 
ray part, of a desire to understand «iore thoroughly the dis- 
tinctive elainjs of your Church, and your caution to me about 
" being convinced against my will," I have simply to obiserve 
that if in the prosecution of my design I thus contribute to 
your happiness, I trust you vvill feel it a duty on your part 
to do ail you can as a living^teacber on this greaf subject^ to 
afford me assistance, to explain, if possible, what appears to • 
me obscure and c0Btradidi6fy, and to lekd i^e ^Ibng ih that 
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sure path of Christian truth and doctrinei which it is the pri* 
vilege of all of us to pursue. And in connection with this 
thought, let me suggest whether it might not expedite busi- 
ness if you should in your next just give a simple and direct 
answer in clear and concise language to those three former 
questions: 

A. Do.you hold to Prelatical or Parochial Episcopacy ? 

B. Do you mean by Bishop a pastor of a single congrega- 
tion? 

C. Do you mean by Apostolical Succession such a etrcces- 
sion as that you yourself, for example, can trace back your 
line of ordination, step by step, and man by man, to the Apos- 
tles 1 

The more I read and reflect, the mofe I am inclined to the 
opinion that upon the definition or solution of these three 
questions, the whole discussion is supended. I have perused 
now a great many writers in favor of your Chuitih, and 
several of those you sent me; and I have thus far invariably 
found that they do not throw any clear and satisfactory light 
upon this primary and as I regard it, this principal branch of 
the subject I feid enough of general vaporing, and vague, 
indefinite assertion, about there being a Christian Ministry 
appointed — ^its unbroken continuance in the world, and the 
necessity of supposing this, that, and the other thing coftnect- 
'cd with the Church. I find a great deal of talk about 
Bishops, Presbyters, and Deacons, without any clear and 
precise definition of these respective oflSces, as warranted by 
the Word of God. Now all this as it seems to me is to be 
regarded as material for subsequent consideration, when we 
shall have first settled the questions at onpe proposed. We 
can then proceed intelligently and wiih precise despatch. 
However, as I am only an inquirer, perhaps you will not be 
disposed to pursue thfi course I suggest, and give me first of 
all the important information which I desire, on the three 
points specified within. 

I ought not indeed tq overlook what is said in your Book of 
Common Prayer, in reference to Deacons, Priests, and 
Bishops. There the ofiices come as near, to being defined as 
in anything I have yet seen^ But the question at once arises, 
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Do these offices So far as they are therein defined with preci- 
sion, agree with the representations of the word of God 1 Or 
have they any such warrant in the scriptures a < to make them 
binding on the conscience of Christian people, to the exclusion 
of those ideas of these offices which are held in others than 
your own denomination I On this head I have not yet found 
satisfaction, either in your written communications or in the 
books you have sent me. Upon what I pointed out to you in 
my notes accompanying a former letter, as discrepancies be- 
tween your Prayer Book and the Bible (or as I then called it, 
my Prayer Book) you have been pleased to say nothing of 
any precise and particular nature. Now, my friend, what 
oh this head am I to conclude ? Do you confess that these 
discrepancies do exist, and that in so far as these offices, as 
they are described in your Prayer Book, differ from the 
representations of Holy Scripture respecting them, they are 
to be regarded merely as matters of human expediency t Or 
what would you have me to believe on a point like this I 

I have Qot forgotten the single instance connected with this 
branch of the subject wherein you have sought to correct me 
in the statement I made, to the effect that there is no account 
of the ordination of Matthias. 'You point me to Chapin's 
"Primitive Church," pp. 169-243, in which you say "I shall 
find that text of Scripture, Acts 1 : 22, where St. Peter gives 
us to understand that Matthias was actually ordained." Now, 
dear Sir, I have consulted Chapin, and find as you intimate, that 
he has quoted Peter as saying, " One must be ordained, &c." 
But on consulting Peter's own words as they stand in the origi- 
nal text, I find that he neither says nor intimates any such thing. 
In Acts 1:21,22, the terms "ordained," "ordination," (or 
anything like them) are not recorded. You have simply mis- 
taken the English version for the Greek; but it becomes those 
who would dispel the ** deplorable ignorance" of their fellow-p 
men to be very critical on questions of this kind. So that for 
anything I yet discover, the discrepancy I pointed out between 
your Prayer Book and the Bible, in reference to the ordina- 
tion of Matthias, remains in all its force. 

And there is another thing which I would just here observe, 
since it is an object with me to maintain as much accuracy as 
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possible, thj^t you appear to have stated (on what authority I 
know not, and it is for the purpose of enlightening my igno- 
rance that I mention it) that " the translators of the present 
English version of the Bibte, commonly known as King 
James' version, were also the venerable compilers of th^ 
Book of Common Prayer !' ' Where is the evidence of this 1 
You will not now understand me to . contradict your state- 
ment, but simply to ask your authority for making it I have 
some general ideas about certain things that are said to have 
been done in the reign of James I, but I do not now remem- 
ber to have seen, or if I have seen it, cannot now recall th^ 
testimony on which your assertion is grounded. But how- 
ever this may be, certain it is that the translfi^tors of o^ji' 
present English version, though they gave on the whole a 
very splendid translation of the Sacred Word, nevertheless 
were fallible men, and sometimes did not cause the original 
text to be the most happily rendered. Witness for example. 
Acts 1 ; 22, where the word " ordained" is inserted in the 
Epglish, while it does not occur in the Greek. So that we 
are to receive what these men, as w^Il as all others hav^ 
done aside from divine inspiration, with critical care and 
cautiopy lest we be ''entangled in foolish and unlearned 
questions which do gender strife." 

The matter you paention as recorded in Burnet, about the 
** sudden and extraordinary heats, &c.," answers very well 
as a piece of historical philosophizing, in which the Rev. Dr. 
would seem to maintain pretty Strongly that " all which has 
not the authority of Scripture and primitive sanction" can 
very well be changed or dispensed with in any age of the 
Christian Church, even in our own age, without implying that 
odious spirit of Vandalism whiQ|i has sq terrified my friend. 
And I am happy also to discover a similar sentiment expressed 
in the preface of your Prayer Book, According to these 
authorities, the work of demolition has now and then^one on 
very briskly even in your own Church ; and certainly in the 
times of Gilbert Burnet, if we are to rely on the records he 
has left us, although they strove to guard against the "ex- 
traordinary heats," they nevertheless could offer nothing ra- 
tional against what we denominate extetiUjpQre prayarj whi}^ 
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ill many 6thef particulars they did cut and pruile most furi- 
ously, I do not see therefore toy peculiar importance at- 
tached to the fact you speak of, only aS It feveab 4 mere 
matter of taste and of human opinion. 

Jn reference to Bowden's Letters, 1 will here sirtiply ^tat^ 
that I have them, and have read them all t\^ith great care, arid 
sis yet 1 find nothing that I here need to speak of. His in- 
formation concerning the Waldenses, the Bohemians, the 
Rets, and various other bodies of Christians, appears to be 
gathered up piecemeal, and to be put forth entil-ely through 
an ex parte channel. He does not give, as I now remember, 
any fair view either of the Waldense^, the Wickliffites, the 
Hussites or Bohemians, the Scots, the Churches of Wales, oi; 
the Culdees, whose principal seat was the Island of lona. 
And altogether 1 must say, after wading and wandering over 
so much time and space, I think he is the weakest argumen- 
tative writer I have read in some time. I do not mean by 
this to deny him some shrewdness, and on points trivial or 
indifferent, he trill sometimes strike out a vein of much com- 
mon s^nse reasoning, but on all the great points which he has 
to grapple in the discussion, t regard him as displaying more 
dogmatism and arrogance than sound logic or candid criticism. 
He s3ems evidently trying either to produce an effectj or to 
remove the impressions left upon the public mind by his op- 
ponent in the investigation of the question, by means of mu- 
endoes, insinuations, arid divers other such like things. If I 
cannot find sofnething niore impartial and conclusive than the 
letters of the Rev. John Bowden, I am certain I shall never 
be converted to the distinctive tenets of your Church. Per- 
haps yoti will thirife 1 have severely judged the Professor ot 
Columbia College, and if you will undertake to show me 
wherein I have done so, my mind shall certainly be open t(^' 
the consideration of your arguments. Whatever others may 
have shown of fairness or unfairness, I surely desire to act 
honestly and sincerely in all this matter, although I do not at 
this time regard myself as a sectarian in any odious sens0 of 
that term. 

Tfhere are several little things which you seem to think will 
take place on tny perusal of Bowden and Cooke: 
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First, that I will understand the mathematical demonstra- 
tion of the Apostolical Succession. Now my dear Sir, you 
have either overrated my mathematical powers, or else you 
have misnanied the process which you call *' mathematical." 
I have seen in Whately's " Kingdom of Christ" what I call 
a truly logico-mathematical process on p. 185 of that workj 
which tells tremendously against the idea of Bowden^ who 
seems to have been more of an adept in the department of 
Belles Lettres than in that of Logic or the exact sciences. 
The question, however, that is here brought to view is one 
on which I have much reflected, though it cannot now be 
taken up in detail. Suffice it to say that the reasoning of 
many of your writers on the Apostolical Succession appears 
to me vague and sophistical. They do not at all seem to 
touch the real gist and merits of the case. They figure co- 
piously, it is true, about the necessity of supposing an im- 
broken succession of the Christian ministry from the Apostles, 
but when you come to the part of practical application of 
their reasonings to an individu|il case you find them utterly 
at fault. For instance, how can you, my friend, who upon 
the principles of your own Church, must regard yourself as 
the only scripturally authorized minister in this place, how 
can you connect yourself or show your connection with this 
wonderful " succession" of which your writers so gravely 
speaL Your case, as it seems to me, is precisely hke one 
who should assert his pretensions to the Jbrone of England 
on the general ground that there have always been kings in 
the world, while yet he should not be able to produce a single 
iota of evidence to show his own personal connection with the 
regal line. For it will not do simply to say that you can 
trace your line of genealogy up to a certain period by the 
light of authentic history, and then from that peried back 
entrust yourself to the uncertain guidance of conjecture and 
blind faith. On this principle the whole fabric of the " suc- 
cession" which your writers appear tb contend for, will inevi- 
tably be destroyed. This much might be said by an objector 
against the many writers of your Church which I have 
already perused, and it is for the purpose of seeing how you 
would answer this point that I here bring it forward, although 



53 

it would please me first to receive your answer to the three 
questions on which, I think, the whole discussion hangs. 

Secondly, you think^ after reading Bowden and Cooke I 
will be happy tp acknowledge that St. Stephen was only in 
the deaconate when he suffered martyrdom* If you had told 
me precisely what the *' deaconate" is, and then proved from 
the Bible that this was the exact office of the martyr at his 
death, you would have given me satisfaction on thi&^point, 
and I should have been happy to *• acknowledgCj &c," But 
as it is, I am as much in the dark as ever* 

Thirdly, you say ** I will find in the same book an Essay 
on the invalidity of Presbyterian ordination j by Dr. Cooke, 
which I will perceive to be unanswerable." I would simply 
observe on this point I am glad you sent me Dr. Cooke, and 
when I have more leisure than at present I shall examine his 
writings ; but as they treat of a subject which I am not now 
investigating, it is proper that at present we should lay them 
aside. The old maxim which I learned of my schoolmaster 
is I think a good one, " one thing at a time; a place for every 
thing, and every thing in its place !" 

In Chapin^ pp. 280-354, I find indeed a long list of names 
set down as links in the Apostolic chain ; but it occurs to me 
to ask how the breaks in this succession, which the record 
shows on its own face are to be filled up or accounted for t 
And again, what were the kinds of Bishops here set down for 
at least the first and second centuries 1 Were they Paro- 
chial or Prelatical Bishops 1 Besides, where is the clear and 
authentic evidence that these names set down by Chapin are 
indeed arranged according to historical truth and verity'! 
Your writers must be aware for instance that there are many 
contradictory statements in the ecclesiastical histories now 
extant, and a mere general assertion that these are " the . 
veritable lines' of genealogy, &c.," cannot pass as sufliicient 
with those who desire to place themselves in respect of this 
question on a firm and immoveable foundation. 

It has suggested itself to me tp ask you if you could not 
send me a paper containing the names of those who stand in 
your own Kne of ordination back to the ^postlesJ^ It cannot 
consume much time, as l suppose you have all the materials 
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and such a,dt>cumcnl would be highly interesting to me. 
On the subject of what is said in Chapin about the inde- 
pendence of the English Church long before the time of 
Henry VIII, I have now but a few questions to propound. 
You will remember I alluded to the fact of the English 
Church being excommunicated in the days of that king, sim- 
ply in illustration of your definition of "sects*^ or "secta^^ 
rianism," and I asked you if your Church, on your oivn 
showings was not a '* sect/' being thus excommunicated from 
the Church of Rome T It seems now that you claim inde* 
pendence of the Church of Rome, long prior to the Papal 
Bull. Now my friend, where is the evidence of this inde- 
pendency ] Do you assert that the Church of England, as it 
now is, existed in all its essential forms and features before 
the arrival of Austin in Britain, in the end of the sixth centu- 
ry 1 Where are the records of this ? And here I regret with 
you that we have not the entire writings of Usher and of 
Bede. It seems to me that from them we might gain some 
light oh this interesting question. And my^present impres- 
sion is/ that we should find an entirely different state of things 
In the churches of Britain, and especially of Wales, from 
what appears to be vaguely hinted in the general remark in 
your communication about not fearing the thunders of the 
Vatican. But this aside, was Romanism ever universally 
Ostablished in England, so as to become the national religion, 
and either absorb or exterminate the Churches existing pre- 
viously there, or else drive them from the land 1 Or did thi^ 
independent English Church of which you speak continue in 
the country still independent of the Romish Church, never 
indeed being subject to it until the present time ? But if this 
Were so, how came the excommunication act to exist at all t 
— how could those be cut off from the body of Rome who 
never belonged io, or formed any part of her X Besides, if 
the Church of England and the Church of Rome were inde- 
pendent of each other, were they not both sects ? Or hatf 
Christ had two separate and distinct Churches thus in the 
World 1 Again, how came Henry VIII to quarrel with the 
Pope, withdraw from his connection^ set up for himself, and 
take the titles of Defender of the Faith, and supreme earthly 
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Head of the Church of England V These are small items we 
should like to see explained, and we rather expect of those 
whose courage enables them " to pay so little regard to Pa^ 
pal Bulls and excommunic£^tionSj" at least to give us a little 
insight into the mysteries of these things, and the source 
whence they derive their composure. 

As for the other books you have been so kind as to sen4 
me, I have not yet perusQd them, namely, Buel's RepJy to 
Whately, and Hobart's Apology. They are books I desire 
much to read, because I expect to find the subject which at 
present occupies^ my thoughts, in them, treated as you say, 
" ill a masterly manner," When I have read them I shall 
then be able to make up my mind as to their merits. 

You speak of " the downfall of Dr. Mason," and of his 
remark in reference to John Henry Hobart. Why, my 
friend, I have never heard of his " dow-nfall" before I I had 
always supposed you might as well speak of the "downfall" 
of the Egyptian pyramids, 'or of the everlasting hills ! And 
then about "the remark" he made, it is no more than one 
great and generous man might entertain in respect to 
another. It certainly does not prove either that the ''Apo- 
logy" t> unanswerable, or that Mason believed it so. It 
were right for that most eloquent and venerable man, in his 
day at the very head of the American pulpit, to eulogize 
aaother than himself ; but how many thousands are there in 
whose opinion Joha M. Mason might have said to John 
Henry Hobart, as Alexander to Diogenes, " if I were not 
Mason. I would be Hobart.-^ 

I like much your kind intimation that there are still other 
authors behind that you will be ready to send me if I desire 
them, and trust that this open and friendly way of communi- 
catioD may still be continued. With pleasure I send you here- 
with " Snodgrass on the Succession," and an old copy 6f our 
" Confession of Faith," the only one I now haVe ; but I intend to 
procure you a new one, and will forward it as soon as possible. 

It is with sentiments of the most sincere friendship and *re- 
gard that I now subscribe myself 

Your friend and brother in Christ, 

Batavia, Dec. 22d, 1846. Byron Sunderland. 
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Batavia, Dec. 29th, 1846. 
Rev'd and Dear Sir, — There are times when the old Yan- 
kee method of replying lo some questions by asking others is 
very philosophical ; and therefore I hope you will allow me 
to pursue this method in paying my respects to your last com- 
munication. Some of my questions will be personal. Some 
theological and some historical. 

PERSONAL. 

1. What did you mean by saying that you desired to know 
the truth t 

2. Why do you wish to know my particular opinions on the 
subjects of Episcopacy and the Apostolical Succession 1 ' 

3. How is it possible that the whole discussion hangs upon 
my answer to your three questions % 

4. What " discussion" do you refer to 1 

5. Have you not beeii furnished "with the doctrines of the 
Church on those subjects \ 

6. Have you not been furnisTied with a Succession of 
Bishops from the time of the Apostles down to the American 
branch of the Catholic Church \ 

7. If your reverence is so small for the opinions of the 
Reformers, as contained in the Prayer Book, and for such 
men as Bishop Burnet and Dr. Bowden, can you expect to be 

V enlightened by me \ 

8. In what light do you regard the testimony of the 
Christian Fathers ] 

9. Do you not perceive that your kingly illustration exactly 
describes the position of the Presbyterians — a class of men 
who claim to be Ministers of Christ,, not because they are in 
the line of succession, but because Christ has always had his 
Ministers in the world 1 

10. Are you in the line of the Presbyterian Succession? 
11> Can you trace that Succession man by man up to the 

time of the Ap9stles ? 

THEOLOGICAL. 

!• Is it the fact that the Presbyterians intrpduce nothing 
but the Bible into their public worship \ 

2. Is it a fact that they subscribe to nothing but the 
Scriptures \ 



57 

S. What is the Confession of Faith *? 

4. How much of the Bible is read every Sunday in the 
Presbyterian Churches without note or comment 1 

5. Have the people any authority in selecting the portions 
to be read 1 

6. What do you ptiean by extempore prayer ? 

7. Is it or is it not a form to the people ? 

8. What are the disadvantages of this mode of worship? 

9. Are your people well instructed in the Apostles' creed, 
the Lord's Prayer, and the ten commandments, as contained 
in your Confession of Faith ? 

10. Is. the Church a divine or human institution 1 

11. Is it an aggregate or corporate body t 

12. Is it essentially a visible or an invisible Society t 

13. What is meant by the Unity of the Church 1 

14. Is some kind of a ministry essential to the Church? 

15. Has such an essential ministry always existed! 

16. Has it been perpetuated by any outward act ? 

17. Can a man be a Minister, of God without being author- 
ized by God ? 

18. Is an internal vocation alone sufficient to make a Min- 
ister of God ? 

19. Is popular election alone sufficient to make a Minister 
ofGod? 

20. If anything more is necessary, what is it 1 

21. Do the Presbyterians hold to some kind of succe^ion? 

22. Is it a broken or unbroken succession ? 

23. If an unbroken succession, can it be traced man by man! 

24. If it cannot be traced, what is it good for ? 

25. Is there such an office as that of deacons in the Pres- 
byterian Church 1 

26. Do the Deacons preach and baptize ? 

27. If Matthias was not ordained, how did he become an 
Apostle ? 

28. Have not the Sociniahs as much right to say that the 
recorded birth of our Saviour is a mistake as the Presbyte- 
rians have to say that the Apostles made a mistake in the 
election of Matthias ? 

29. Is not the principle of interpretation adopted by Dr. 

8 
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Snodgrass and others essentially erroneous 1 And may not 
the infidel employ the same principle against any of the dis- 
tinctive doctrines of Christianity ? 

HISTORICAL. 

1 . When was the Christian Church first planted in England ? 

2. Was it then under the dominion of the Bishop of Rome t 

3. What is meant by Reformation 1 

4. When did the first separation take place from the Church 
in England, and who were the leaders ? 

5. What were the principles of BrowQ and Cartwright T 
And what became of Brown? 

6. What is the testimony of history as to the first estab- 
lishment of the Presbyterian Church ] 

7. When did the Presbyterians first lay claim to an eiclu- 
sive divine right 1 

8. When was extempore prayer first introduced into the 
public worship of God in England, and by whom t 

9. What is the origin of Liturgies ] 

10. If our Saviour's promise to the Apostles does imply an 
Apostolic Succession, as it plainly does, then wheUj whertj 
and how was it broken 1 

11. Was Calvin ever ordained 1 

12. Has the divine institution of Diocesan Episcopacy ever 
been acknowledged by any learned men among the Presby- 
terians and Independents 1 

13. Does not Mosheim acknowledge and prove the three 
orders of the Christian Ministry in the Primitive Church X 

' 14. Is there any ecclesiastical historian who does not ac- 
knowledge the same fact 1 

PERSONAL AGAIN. 

1. Are you a new or an old school Presbyterian % 

2. What in your opinion is the difference X 

3. Do you believe in Presbyterian ordination ? 

4. Can you find a record of such an ordination in the 
Primitive Church 1 

5. Do you preach the doctrines of predestination and elec- 
tion as they are set forth in your Confession of Faith 1 

Now my dear friend, I beg you to understand that I have 
not drawn up the above questions because I wish you to reply 
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to them, or because I have any doubts about them myself, 
but being in the position of an instructor as you have ac- 
knowledged, I think you would do well to be guided by them 
in your investigations. You will find that they contain some 
important suggestions. 

I am rather inclined to think from your last communication 
that you do not exactly understand our position, and therefore 
it seems best to define it. If you intend to have a written 
discussion with me on any of the subjects involved in your 
present studies, then you have fallen into a slight mistake 
which I desire you to correct. I have too many things to 
attend to, too much experience of the evils of such a discus- 
sion, and too high a regard for your friendship, and for the 
harmony of our respective congregations, to allow myself to 
be drawn into it. I propose therefore that all written com- 
munications now cease, and that you come to me in "propria 
persona." I acknowledge myself a living teacher on these 
subjects, and I am willing to devote one afternoon or morning 
in every week to the business of giving you instruction. If, 
however, you prefer to investigate the matter by yourself, 
then my library is at your service, and I herewith enclose a 
list of books, other than those which I have sent, any of which 
you can have with the greatest pleasure. With the assurance 
of my sincere regard, I am. 

Truly and affectionately yours, &c., 

James A. Bolles. 

To the Rev. B, Sunderland. 



LIST OF CHURCH BOOKS. 

(Sent in the above letter.) 
Pahner on the Church, (invaluable book) ; Maurice on 
the Kingdom of Christ, (do.) ; Manning on the Unity of the 
Church ; Archbishop Potter on Church Government, (lent) ; 
Hooker's Works; Pearson on the Creed, "Holy Catholic 
Church ;" Bishop Bull on the Church of England ; Bishop 
Jeremy Taylor on Episcopacy ; Chillingworth do. ; James 
of Nayland on the Church (lent) ; Leslie on Episcopacy ; 
Jiaw's Letters/ (capital); Apostolical Canons; Stater's 
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Draught — reply to Lord King ; Chapman's Sermons on the 
Ministry ; Do. to Presbyterians ; The true Catholic no Roman- 
igt — Odenheimer ; Cave's Lives of the Fathers ; Carmichael's 
Christian Fathers ; What is the Church ? — Bishop Whitting- 
ham ; The Apostolical Succession— an argument for Christi- 
anity—Johnson ; Companion to the Temple — Dean Comber ; 
Wheatly on the Prayer Book; Bishop Brownell on the 
Prayer Book; Windsor on the Ministerial Commission; 
Windsor's Reply to Wisner ; Bishop Henshaw on the Apos- 
tolical Succession ; Do. on the construction of priest, sacri- 
jSce, and altar ; Bishop Beveridge's Sermons on the Ministry 
and Ordinances ; Whewell on Christian Ministers ; Elements 
of Morality ; Buchanan's Christian Researches ; Bishop 
Southgate on the Syrian Churches ; Bishop White on Epis- 
copacy ; How's Vindication ; The practical developement of 
religious systems — Chapin ; Onderdonk and Barnes' control 
versy, (lent) ; Colton's Reasons ; Britain's Apology ; Gres- 
ley's Works ; Churchman's Manual ; Church Dictionary — 
Staunton & Hook ; Potts and Wainwright Controversy, with 
notes; Dr. Lathrop's Warning to the Churches ; Succession; 
>Sewel], (capital) ; Waddington's Church History; Burton's 
History of the Church ; Palmer's Church History ; Chinton's 
Early English Church ; Eusebias ; Ogilby on the Reforma- 
tion ; Southey's Book of the Church ; The English Reforma- 
tion — Massingberd ; Episcopal Tracts, bound volumes, (lent); 
Faber on Election ; Do. on Romanism ; Whitby on the five 
points. 

Books sent 
Kip's Double Witness ; Apostle's Doctrine and Fellowship; 
Bishop Ives ; Romanism and Dissent ; Churchman's Faith and 
Practice ; Sewell on the Evidences ; Burnet, 2d vol. ; Bishop 
Hobart's Apology, and Albany Controversy in 1 vol. ; Bow- 
den, Cooke, and Onderdonk, 2 vols. ; Buel's reply to Whately; 
• Marshall's Notes. 



Rev. James A. BoUes, 

Dear Sir : — Having been absent from town two 
days, I was exceedingly delighted to find another package 
from you awaiting my return. I at once commenced perusing 
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its coatents, but what was my disappointment when I found 
you proposed that " all written communications now cease." 
I did not suppose, my friend, you would be so easily dis- 
couraged from going on with me in the way we had set out 
From the promptness with which you* sent me ^Dackages of 
books and communications containing references to them, 
with suggestions as to what I should find in them, and from 
your manifest desire that I should be led to embrace, as you 
expressed it, " the Catholic truth," I readily believed that as 
you had furnished me the occasion for my mind to be called 
to an examination of the distinctive claims of your Church, 
by first sending me the journal, of the reception of which my 
first note to you contained the acknowledgment, you would 
also be happy lo correspond with me in reference to the im- 
portant subjects of which that journal treats. I had accord- 
ingly entered upon the investigation, as I imagined, with the 
fairest prospects of at least having a brave and indefatigable 
guide to keep me company. And I supposed that like Rode- 
ric and Fitz James, we should pursue our course through the 
wilds of Church History and Church Reasoniflg, and if at 
times y^u put my courage to the proof, by rousing at your 
whistle, " a host" of authors, armed, around me,^ starting from 
"the bracken bush" and " shingles gray" of antiquity, I was 
resolved to plant myself against the Bible as the Rock of my 
defence, and cry, — 

** Come one, come all, this Rock shall fly 
From its firm base as soon as I !" 

And if at last (to keep up the allusion) you were still disposed 
to insist on those principles which appear to me to place your 
Church in an attitude of hostility towards other evangelical 
denominations, I had entertained the welcome hope of * * 
* * you can apply as you think best the sequel of the 
story. However, whatever course you may think proper on 
your part to pursue, in reference to communicating with me 
by writing, I trust you will hardly go so far in our present 
circumstances^as to /orWif my writing to you. I have yet- 
several things to say respecting the instructions of the books 
you have sent me, and on other points also ; and I can only 
regret that there should have been from you the slightest 
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intimation that the correspondence is not in your view desi- 
rable. 

But I am somewhat relieved by your kind intimation that 
you will be " ready to devote one afternoon or morning in 
every week* to the business of giving me instruction," and 
with a great sense of obligation to you for your generosity, 
I eagerly avail myself of the assistance you thus proffer me, 
and now await your answer fixing the day and the hour in 
which you will be ready to attend to my case. I suppose 
of course I can have the privilege of taking notes on your 
oral lectures, in order to assist my memory. And if so be 
that you make any statements which at first I do not compre- 
hend, I trust I may be permitted to interrupt you long enough 
to receive their explanation. 

I thank you very much for the list of questions you sent 
me, and think your advice to me concerning them just at this- 
time, in some respects very excellent. 

I am also obliged for the "List of Church Books'' you sent 
me, and presume that I may wish in future to consult them 
accordingly, as I have leisure *to do so. 

Your last communication has opened up to my mind many 
rich veins of reflection, and in this particular I think it tranS" 
cends either of your former letters. But as you have placed 
me now rather in a state of suspense as to the details of the 
mode of instruction which you are about to adopt for me, I 
will patiently wait and withhold any further comments upon 
it until you have an opportunity to disclose the time when 
you will give me your first oral lecture on those three former 
questions : — 
; 1. Do you hold to Prelatical or Parochial Episcopacy? 

2. Do you mean by Bishop a Pastor of a single congrega- 
tion? 

8. Do you mean by Apostolical Succession such a succes- 
sion as that you yourself for example can trace your own 
line of ordination, step by step and man by man in a_ direct 
unbroken chain back to the Apostles 1 

Remaining still ready to receive any light from you 
on these interesting topics, whether by written communi- 
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cation, or "in propria persona," I again subscribe myself 
Your brother in the bonds of Christ, 

Byron Sunderland* 
Batavia, Dec. 31st, 1846. 



Batavia, Jan. 1st, 1847. 

Rev'd and Dear Sir, — I am happy to hear that you arc 
disposed to fall in with the proposition contained in my last 
communication. In accordance with your implied request, 
therefore, I mention every Tuesday morning at 9 o'clock, as 
** the day and the hour" when I shall be at home and ready 
to attend to the business of giving you instruction. For your 
first recitation you may take if you please the subject of 
" Deacons" as unfolded in Chapin, pp. 142-9 ; examining in 
connection therewith those passages of Scripture which refer 
to the same matter. 

Wishing you a happy new year, and anticipating the plea- 
sure of seeing you at my study on Tuesday morning next, 
I am, truly and affectionately yours, &c., 

James A. Bolles. 
To Rev. B. Sunderland. 



Rev. James A. Bolles, 

Dear Sir, — I have just read your kind note 
fixing " the day and the hour" when you will " devote your- 
self to the business of giving me instruction." And as the 
subject which you mention for the first lecture appears to me 
to fall within the compass of the three original questions on 
which I desired information, I can have no objection to your 
taking that up first. I shall endeavour to be prompt at the 
appointed time, and will also consult the references to Cha- 
pin and the Bible which you mention, as well as other sources 
of information, so as to be as well prepared as possible to 
understand your lecture on this interesting topic. 

I suppose you mean by ** the recitation" that you speak of 
nothing more than that I am to make myself acquainted with 
the references which you mention, so as to be able to give to 
you if you require it, an abstract of them. But you do not 
intend, I imagine, that the whole exercise will be taken up in 
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Simply hearing me recite from memory what I have read in 
Chapin and the Bible on the subject of Deacons. This as it 
seems to me, would in fact be exchanging our positions. / 
should either be instructing you, or at least telling you what 
and how much / know, whereas, your proposition was that 
you would instruct me. It is necessary to add this little ex* 
planation that the way may be entirely open for you to com- 
mence your first lecture next Tuesday morning. 

Meantime having now settled the preliminaries for your 
Oral Lectures, I shall feel myself at liberty to continue my 
letters to you, and as soon as may be I shall send you a more 
full answer to your communication of Dec. 29th, 1846. This 
however, need not interfere with your lecture on the subject 
of Deacons next week. . 

Hoping to see you then, and to have the pleasure of listen- 
ing to your eloquent and able instruction, I remain as ever, 
Your brother in the bonds of Christ, 

Byron Sunderland. 

Batavla, Jan. 3d, 1847. 



Rev. James A. Bolles, 

Dear Sir : — ^Having received no express prohi- 
bition from you, I proceed as I intimated to reply more fully 
to your communication of Dec. 29th, 1846. The larger por- 
tion of that document is taken up in propounding to me 
questions which you characterize as Personal, Theological^ 
and Historical, Now of course it does not become me here 
to consider them in detail, because you expressly stated "you 
did not wish me to reply to them," and I could not at present 
for another reason, namely, that while most of them relate 
entirely to another subject than that which I am now inves- 
tigating, I dp not know of a single one of them which will 
assist me in getting a definite answer from you to my three 
original questions. 

I desired an insight into what youy for one believe and 
teach on those fundamental topics. Was not my desire rea- 
sonable 1 There are some important considerations which 
may be urged in its vindication : 

1st. If you are the only scripturally authorized minister of 
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Qod in this place, /for one, and all of us ought to know lt» 
. 2nd. If you alone of all others, in this community can trace 
your own line of ordination step by step and man by man in 
a direct unbroken chain back to the Apostles — ^and if this is in- 
dispensably necessary to constitute a scripturally authorized 
Minister of God, / for one and all of us ought to know it 
- 3rd. If the ideas of the orders of officers in the Christian 
Ghurch, as you hold and teach them are the only correct ideas. 
as warranted by the word of God, I for one and all others 
ought to know it. 

• 4th. If- the kind of Episcopacy which you hold to and teach 
is the only divinely instituted Episcopacy of Apostolic order, 
and primitive sanction — and if all who do not submit to it 
-when they might do so, are disobeying God, and rejecting the 
only form of Church organization and order which He has 
established, and thus bringing down upon themselves his dis^ 
pleasure, and if ordinarily there is no salvation to those out of 
the pale of your Church, then certainly I for one and all men 
ought to know it. 

Now my friend I think you will agree with me that it was 
becoming in me to set myself to the serious and searching 
examination of the distinctive claims of your Church — ^parti- 
cularly to seek as the first and foremost of what I ought to 
know, information on those three fundamental questions, be- 
cause they furnish the key of all subsequent investigation. 
And as you were here on the spot, a " living teacher" as you 
profess yourself to be, and especially as you had furnished me 
the occasion, by sending me the journal before referred tOy 
what more natural than that I should turn to you for light. 
' I found on applying to you that you at first were willing to 
correspond with me ; but instead of replying directly to my 
inquiries and giving me at once the information I desired, you 
left the whole matter upon the general statement that your 
views were in accordance with those of Bishop de Lancey asex* 
pressed in his Address, and generally with the standard writer* 
<5f your Church, and then turned me over to find out as best 
I might from the authors you sent me, what your views wereL. 
. And when after you had sent me your first and second 
epistles, together with the books which accompanied them, I 
9 
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infomied you that you had not yet satisfied me in regard td 
my three original inquiries, ajid still besought you to do so, 
you saw fit to reply that " there are times when the old 
Yankee method of answering some questions by asking others 
is very philosophical," and then instead of even attempting a 
logical esijfoie of my letter of Dec. 22nd, 1846, you proceeded 
Id dot down for me a long list of questions having no neces- 
«cry connection whatever with the information which in ihe 
outstart I desired you to give me. Now my friend, let the 
candid and impartial judge whether your course in this res* 
pect has been logical 1 Suppose indeed that I cannot answer 
a ringle one of the questions that you have originated for me 
^ supposition surely which in the proper place I should be 
very sorry to be compelled to acknowledge true,) still for 
the time being suppose that I cannot answer a single one of 
ftose questions, how can this fact relieve you or at afl aid 
you in escaping from the true and legitimate issue implied in 
Ike three interrogations I put you. If you had declined thai 
issue in your first communication I could not have objecte<h 
You did not so decline it, but impliedly set out to give me tlie 
infiMPmation I desired. And though not doing it save through; 
Ae hooks you sent me, you forthwith introduced to my at- 
tention under the form of interrogations, other subjects alto^ 
geliher diflTerent and foreign from the subject matter in hand: 
Now, in this respect, you might as well in my estimation 
have propounded to me a series of inquiries on Astronomy ot 
Philosophy, and then told me that you had not drawn tfaem 
vp because you wished me to reply to them, or because yoa 
yourself had any doubts about them, but being in the portion 
of my instructor, you would advise me to be guided Tjy them 
in my examination of the distinctive claims of your Church, 

Now I may be altogether mistaken on this branch of ihe 
subject, but it does appear to me from your letter now under 
icview, that you must know, my friend, that you cannot i^ow 
yourself entitled to be regarded by the people of this commit 
tdty as the only scripturally authorized minister of God amoi^ 
tboxu And would not the x^urse you have thus far taken 
rather have this bearing to the view of an impartial spectator? 
Would he Bot regard the plain import of your letter of Deet 
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9ftth, 1846, as representing Mr. B. saying to Mr. S., *<TnK 
I cannot answer your questions ; I cannot show you^ reasoiiK 
ing to be false j I confess myself unable to support my pre* 
tenaions, and I wish you to consider that you are in -the saipft 
preiiicament I" So much for the Yankee method. 

Now in regard to my letter of Dec. 22nd, 1846. To thia 
you have not pretended a reply save by your calalogne of 
questions, the logical consistency of which with the objects 
of the correspondence, I am. ready to leave to the decisioa of 
any intelUgent and impartial person. Yet there are points in. 
that ktter which seem to me to be of some importance in 
settling the distinctive claims iof your Church; — such fi»D 
instance as my three questions there repeated, and also thei 
questions concerning the history of thS English Church, to 
say nothing of- other incidental topics there brought out — to 
all which I ihivk you will yourself acknowledge you have 
given me no answer, save by your " Yankee method.'* Still 
you pretend to be a living teacher on these subjects, and 
commenced the outset with apparently a great deal of 2eal to 
eonv-ert me to ** the Catholic truth," as you call it — sent me 
packages of books — ^wrote letters — gave references — told me 
where and what others had spoken^ — ^warned me about not 
being convinced against my will — hoped I would carry my 
will along with my judgment, anid be prepared as you sraid, 
<^ to make that sacrifice of feeling smd inclination which the 
truth may demand !" But with all your professions of being 
a teacher, and with all your seeming effort to enlighten me, I 
have yet U> find the first sentence of yours which specifically 
l^d in your own words ansswers the questions I have put you. 
I may b^ mistaken, but I do not now remember a single in^r 
stance where I have as yet derived a particle of essential 
information from yourself! In this particular your instruo* 
tions have been peculiar thus far. Perhaps, however, you 
have reserved your main strength for your oral lectures, apd 
I w-ait to prove you there. 

There are some other points vrtiich I will here offep for 
your consideration, after you shall have satisfied me on my 
tluree original questions. 

I. You say in your letter of Dec. 21st, 1846, that "you 
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are quite sure your Book of Common Prayer is founded on 
the Bible, and is the best exponent of its meaning now extant 
in the world." Again in your letter of Dec. 16th, 1846, yea 
aay, " as to my own views they are in accordance with those 
of Bishop de Lancey as expressed in his Address." He says 
in his Address, p. 48, of the journal, " It is not Puseyism to 
hold and inculcate that the authority of Holy Scripture is 
supreme, and that in the interpretation of it in regard to dis- 
i^uted passages, we are to rely for aid not on views of modem 
commentators, or our own private fancies, or the declarations 
of any branch of the existing Church, but on the views of the 
Others of the first three centuries, as being nearest to tho. 
fountain of truth." Now my friend, perhaps I do not fdly. 
understand this matter, and I will simply say that L should 
like you to explain the above statements so that I may ^e 
their consistency with each other. 

. II. You say in your letter of Dec. 16th, 1846, " the Church 
of Christ is not, and cannot be, a sect." And in your letter 
of Dec. 21st, 1846, you clearly intimate that tlie "English 
Church" as you call it, was independent of the Romish, 
Church long before the time of Henry VIII. Do you then; 
regard the Romish Church, as always having been a sect, or 
what is the same thing, no part of the Church of Christ ] Or 
do you think oil the other hand, that the English Church was- 
and is the sect, and the Romish Church the Church of Christ?- 
• III. You say in your letter of Dec. 21st, 1846, that "i» 
the 1st vol. Bowden, pp. 222-3, you will find an account of 
ihe Waldenses, which may possibly give you entire satisfae-^ 
tion." On this reference to Bowden I have simply to. my 
that I have just now particularly consulted it, and am prepare4 
to take' the following stand : If Mr. BoUes is pleased to assert 
en the evidence contained in this reference, that the Church 
of the Waldenses has anything which supports Prelatical 
Episcopacy, while it disproves Parochial Episcopacy, 1 will 
formally deny it, and put him to the proof of his assertion.- , 
- IV.. Again you say, " on page 273 you will see something 
about the Picts, or ' Culdees of North Britain,' as you call 
them." In reference to this passage in Bowden I have only 
to remark, that if you will undertake to show that, Prejatical 
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Episcopacy was the form of Church order established among 
the Culdees from the earliest period of their history, I will • 
Uk.e the negative, and will discuss this point also. 

There are other points in your commutiication of Dec. 19th, 
1846, which in due time will be brought under review, either . 
in your oral lectures or -in my future letters. I turn once 
more to your epistle of Dec. 29th, 1846. 

You seem to think *^ J do not exactly understand our posi- 
tion." I have regarded it in the light of a good natured cor- 
respondence concerning the distinctive claims, of your Church,- 
carried on between two friends, the main question being, — 
1^ Do you hold to Prelatical or Parochial Episcopacy •?• 
2. Do yoQ mean by Bishop a Pastor of a single congrega- 
tion'! 3* Do you mean by Apostolical ■ Succession^ such a 
succession- as that yourself for example can trace your own. 
line of ordination step by step and man by man, Ujck to the 
Apostles ? You undertaking the task of Instructor, arid my- 
self assuming the character simply of an inquirer after truth. 
Am I wrong then in my ideas of our position I 

You appear to speak as if it would break up our friendship- 
and disturb the harmony of our congregations if this corres- 
pondence be continued. Why should it ? Ought we. not tO) 
search for truth without growing angry about it / I am 
glad, nevertheless, that you manifest so much regard for my* 
friendship and for the peace of our respective congregatians#. 
I can assure you, my dear friend, that your desires in this* 
respect are heartily reciprocated ; and since you propose to 
promote them by avoiding a written discussion with rae oti: 
fundamental questions, I think you will allow me, without 
eompromiting any of the essential truths to which we res-' 
pectively give in our adherence, to suggest another mode iq; 
which we may both of us give a practical demonstration to 
our. people of the truly Catholic feeling which we entertain 
towards each other — and now^formally proposp to you that 
if it suit your convenience, a week from next sabbath we 
exchange pulpits. I on my part should have no hesitation to 
do it, and I. sincerely believe that on6 such act as this on our 
part would do more towards uniting all true believers ia tbit 
place than almost anything else in our power. 
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Reserving further observations for the future — hoping soon 
to. send you a new copy of the Confession of Faith — antici- 
pating much delight in listening to your lecture on the sufch. 
JQCt of '^Deacons'' tomorrow morning, and praying ever for 
you and yours, I again subscribe myself, 

Your brother in the bonds of Christ, 

BVRQN SUNDBRLANIU 

Batavia, Jan. 4th, 1847. 



Rev. James A. fiolles, 

Dear Sir, — In accordance with your request, I 
have concluded to suspend for the present loriting to you on. 
the subject of our past correspondence, although I think you 
have fairly no right, under the circumstances, to insist that I 
should do so. 

I will alsp relieve ybu from the labor to which you stand 
pledged of giving me instruction on Tuesday morning. 

At the same time, not knowing what circumstances may 
arise, and conceiving that every man has rights which must 
be reserved for his own protection, I make no pledges for the 
future, either as to the resumption or the publication of the 
oorrespondencc. 

Yet I consider the subject which has occupied our atten* 
tlpn too grave to be disposed of by the mere workings of hu- 
man sympathy, and now formally tender to you the foUowi- 
ing: 

Either that you exchange pulpits with me on some Sabbath. 
not far distant ; 

Or that you publicly show, at &uch time as shall hereafter, 
be selected by us, that you are the only scripturally author*? 
iaed minister of God in this place. 

Your brother in the bonds of Christ, 

BVRON SUNDBRI^AMp. 

Batavip, Jan. 9th, 1847. 



Batavia, Jan. 15th, 1847. 
Rev. and Dear Sir, — I beg leave, with all due deference 
and humility, to give you " formal notice'' that I hold you 
in honour bound to fulfil your engagement with mo as a st»- 
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next recitation, the subject of *' Episcopacy tested by Scrip* 
tufe/' and I shall certainly expect to see you again at my 
»tudy, and prepared to go ort as you have commenced. 

No written reply is expected to this, nor can I consent to 
f6<5eive one, for the- reasons already given and explained by' 
"wofd of mouth," and nothing but your personal attendance*' 
as you "stand pledged" (unless providentially hindered) t«ilt 
satisfy me that you have intended to deal fairly with me, and 
iiatyou really desire to **:know the truth" ^s you have, 
pf^ssed. ' 

Having now formally stated what I have to *say on ihe 
aibove subject, a kind of formality, however, which I do not 
like as between us, whatever I may think of it els^whetn^ 
bttt in which I have followed your example, I desire to add 
tb«t I am read^y aiid anxious to assist you in the investigations' 
which you have commenced, and do believe that thfe rekaU 
wMi behappy, harmonious, and successful, and that your <My 
tfQe oour^ is to jgo on. 

I may also add that I have a writtoh commtinication tff 
itotte length, ^Jn answer to your interrogatories, and to all 
your la^t communications, which I will read to you on th# 
dCcd(sk>n of your next i^citiation. 

Truly and affectionately yours, &c* 

James A. Bolliss^ 
T^ the Rev. B. Sunderland. 



NOTE. 

The two following letters were sent to Mr. BoHes dutinf 
Uie interval between the reception of his note above and 6\ii 
next personal interview. He saw fit to return fhent by th© 
bearer unopened^ It is proper, however, that they should bo 
here inserted, as they will serve to throw lighten our respec-» 
live positions at this stage of the proceedings, and also to give 
the reasons of the interruption of one lecture in Mr. Bolles's 
study. The reader will perceive that the whole of this ii^^ 
tetruptioii is traceable not to any desire on my part to gel 
qrid of the Tuesday morning interviews, as seems to be pretty 
^JWngly Intimated in Mr, Bolles's communication, bttttath(«f' 
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lo his own suggestions made in the interview he sought with 
me on Wednesday, Jan Clh : 

Rev. James A. Belles, 

' Dear Sir: Hoping you will not be displeased 
to receive a short note from me this morning, conveying 
wishes for your welfare, and assurances of a desire on nay- 
part to keep up the friendly correspondence which has exist- 
ed heretofore, I take the liberty for this purpose of sending, 
you this communication, which is also to inform you that i 
have been led to believe that you fully and positively decline 
both parts of the proposition I made you in my last : 

Either, that you exchange pulpits with me on some Sab-. 
bath not far distant ; 

Or, that you publicly show at such time as shall hereafter 
be selected by us, that you are the only scripturally author- 
iised minister of God, in this place. ' - 

And accordingly until I hear from you by written commu- 
nication, to the contrary, I know of no other way than to re^ 
turn to the old course, and shall continue my comnciunications 
to you, from time to time^ as I have leisure to do so. I shall 
also expect to listen to your second oral lecture on "Episcor 
pacy as tested by scripture, " at your study, next Tuesday 
morning, at 9 o'clock, at which time I trust you will com- 
mence to answer my three original questions : 

1. Do you hold to Prelatical or Parochial Episcopacy, &c: 

Anticipating much pleasure at seeing you then, and beg- 
ging the privilege of bringing along with me a friend or two, 
who, I have no doubt, will be equally edified with myself if 
I can only once bring them within the sound of your voice, J 
again subscribe myself, 

Your brother in the beads of Christ, 

Byron SunoerihANo^ : 

Jan. 16th, 1847, 



Rev* James A. Bolles, , • » 

Dear Sir : Since I have been led to suppose 
that you have virtually declined the proposition I made you io 
cny note of Jan. 9th, in which communication I al§o offered 
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. '^tcrQlieyp you from the labor to which you stand pledged, 
of giving me iaatvuction every Tuesday morning," for the ex- 
press purpose of affo^rdi^ig you an opportunity to accept the 
one part or the other of the proposal,, and since you have been 
entirdy silent ifi rpgard to it, I feel at liberty to go on with 
.Qur corrcspopdence as usvial. 

; Apd J^ere allow me to make a statement, which I think is 
due, iioth to you, my friend, and also to myself. From the 
tenor, of the private interview which you sought with me, in 
my chamber, on Wednesday, the Gth inst, I had been led to 
.believe, — although you desired me to dispense with any further 
written communications to you, inasmuch as you intimated, 
if you received them you would feel bound to answer them, 
from jhe fapt that if you did not, it might bo construed that 
you could not — and although you proposed the idea of a pub- 
rlic. discussion, provided certain gentlemen in this village, on 

. being.copsidjted^ should adyisc us to it, — nevertheless^ that your 
chief desire was to continue the Tuesday morning interviews, 
and. these alone. And tliis began. to appear to me (I may be 

- altogether mistaken, it.i^ tru^, if) pay construction of the mat- 
ter) but it began to appear to me just as much as saying, "I 

..jprefer.tO;haye you at.my stud.y, alone, where no one will 

,;;hear or know what is said or. done, and then if you get the 

■ better of nie, I shall not b.e jtnortified, by having it go. to the 
world l" And certainly my friend, I trust, it w^ill not be say- 
ing too much to declare to you, that your course, subse- 
quently to that interview of the 6th inst., has confirmed my 
ofpinion. But perhaps I am mistaken ; if you desire to correct 
me in this niatter, by written pommunication, I shall be n^ost 

' happy ta receive it. In this qne thing, I believe I can truly 
say, that I desire, for your own sake, that youy as well as my- 
self, should appear manly and open "before the world. Hence, 
instead of lea,ving it to any others to decide for us, I made 
you the proposition out and out in my note of the 9th inst : — 

/either, that the whole njatter might be closed by a public act 
of brotherJy kiadness and recognition, or, that the issue for a 

: public discussion,, therein nanied, might be joined with me, by 
you,' if ypq so felt disposed. In order to this, I was willing, 
for the time, (and because also you desired it,) to suspend the 
10 
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correspondence I -was conducting with you, and to waive, 
likewise, the privilege of listening to your oral lectures, that 
your way might be perfectly clear and unembarrassed, to 
accept the public form of disposing of the whole matter, which 
I then tendered you. And I desire you now to consider that 
at any time hereafter, when you may wish to accept either 
part of the proposition in my note of Jan. 9th, if you will so 
inform me by writing, I shall be most happy to accede to your 
wishes, reserving of course the rights which would belong to 
me, in arranging and conducting a public debate. 

Now in regard to the remaining points in your communi- 
cation of Dec. 21st, 1846. 

1. You say, " on pp. 239-40 (of 1st vol. Bowden) you will 
find the opinions of Archbishop Usher and Bishop Btilliog- 
fleet." 

I have consulted the reference, and until you disclose to 
me your object in doing so, can only wonder that you should 
have mentioned it. 

2. You say, "On pp. 13(^-41, (2d vol. Bowden,) you ^ill 
find some opinions of Calvin, which you can verify by a refer- 
erice to his works." ' 

I have attentively perused this reference, and have only to 
^ay, that whenever you see fit to assert that Calvin was in 
favor of Prelatical Episcopacy, and is supported in that opinion 
by the Word of God, I will be ready also to discuss this pmnt 
with you. 

And here I trust you will allow me to make a general re- 
mark.. I see you have referred me to the opinions of this, 
that, and the other great man. Now I demur at the id^a of 
your attempting to support your cause by the mere opinions 
of any great man, uninspired. Perhaps these opinions may 
be well enough in their place, but if they are not sustained by 
the Word of God, what are they good for in establishing a 
divinely exclusive claim ? 

3. You say, " in 2d vol. Bowden, p. 72, you will find the 
subject of 'Deacons' slightly touched upon, though more 
fully expounded in Chapin, p. 142." Again you say, "In 
Chapin's Primitive Church, pp. 142-9, you will find whttt we 
mean by * Deacons.' " 
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Here then I find you endorsing, as I suppose, what is said 
in these references, with respect to the order of " Deacons," 
and as the reference in Bowden substantially agrees with that 
in Chapin pp. 142-9, and as this subject of ** Deacons," as 
unfolded in Chapin, was taken up in your first oral lecture, to 
which I had the pleasure of listening, in your study, on Tues- 
day morning, the 5th inst., I propose to consider now, briefly, 
what I suppose to be a summary of your teaching on this in^ 
teresting topic. 

A. You state first, that there is such an oflice as that . ot 
Deacons" in the Christian Church. Agreed. 

B. You then assert that the seven, as recorded in Acts 6, 
were elected to the ofl5ce of " Deacons." Proof? 

C. You say that the very purpose for which the seven were 
chosen, was to take care of the poor, or more specifically,, 
" to serve tables,^' and as one form of the Greek word is here 
employed, from which the wcfrd " Deacon" comes, you think 
it is fair to call the seven ** Deacons." Agreed. The name 
Deacon then is applied to the seven from the very proper cir-i 
cumstance of the duly of their oflice, namely, " to serve ta- 
bies," and to look after the poor, ^* in the daily ministration," 
and this was the sole business for which they were appointed 
— " this business." 

D. You say the seven Deacons then were ordained. 
Agreed — so the record stands. 

E; You say their business was to take care of the poor, or 
to serve tables. Agreed-^— this was the sole occasion and o\y-, 
ject of their ^.jipointment, as^ I think, is clearly shown in Acts 

6,1-4. . 

F. You say further, it was a part of their office to preach 
and baptize. This is denied^, l^vf for your proof] 

Ypu say. that Stephea and Philip both preached and bapr 
tized, amd they were of the sei:en. ,j 

Is this so ] ^ bid Stephen baptize 1 There is no account of 
it. Did Stephen preach 1 No. Any one who will atten- 
tively read Act8:6th and Yth chapters; ought, we think, readily 
to perceive that he did not preachy but o»ly made his defence 
on his trial before the. Council; which Council condemned 
and executed him, according to the forms of the Jewish law. 
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You might as well conclude from the si;ieech of Gamaliel, re- 
corded in Acts 5th, that he was authorized to preachy as a 
duly appointed Minister of the Gospel. There is no scriptu- 
ral evidence whatever that in this sense, Stephen preached. 

Well, you tnay say, Philip did both preach and baptise. 
Certainly. But was it by virtue of his office as Deacon, or 
by virtue of some other office ? We read in Acts 21 : 8, that 
this Philip was an Evangelist.. It was doubtless by virtue of 
his office as Evangelist that he preached and baptized, and 
not by virtue of his office as a Deacon. Certainly, he could 
not preach and baptize by virtue of his office as " Deacon,^'* 
without transcending the functions of that office. This is 
plain from Acts 6: 1-4. 

This is all, I believe, that strictly appertains to the subject ; 
as I do not now recollect any other passages of 'Scripture oh 
which you will pretend to rely for the support of your ideas 
of the office of " Deacons." 

It is plain to be seen hencCy that the office, as defined in 
Chapin and in your Prayer Book, is not ^varranted by the 
word of God, in two important particulars. ^ Deacons (I nle^tt 
by virtue of their office as Deacons) have no right either io 
preach or baptize. These are the facts, and facts are stub^ 
born things ! 

• I will write to you again as soon as possible. Meantime, 
wishing your welfare, and hoping to obtain some light from 
your next lecture, on ""Episcopacy tested by Scripture,'- ■ as 
unfolded by Dr. Onderdonk, I remnin as ever, • ♦•' 

Your brother in' the bonrfs-of OktiSt, • 

Byron Sunderland, ' 

Batavia, Jan. 1 8th, 1847: = .-'.:.; ';'..'; ■'.;•=.• .'♦ 

• • •■/' ' . • ■- .^ ^-^. y-:.^ '..-'': :: ^ ■ ..... 

Proposition given me by Mr. Bolles in Kfis STih)Y, 
Tuesday Morning, Jan. 19tH, ^847^ WhIch Ixi^Aa to 

ANSWER 1^ WRITING. " ■ ' ..' i 

■' • •' ' •■• ' ■ '.•• ' ''. ..':.. .: . : ' .^ 

I propose to submit to two individuals^ K>ne to be seleoted 
by each, the following : — . , \. ^ 

1. Whether the above questions afre ptopier to be piit and 
answered, under the circumstances. 
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2. What rules jind regulatidtis sfcoulil be adhered to by tho* 
respective parties, the one in giving, and the other in re- 
ceiving instruction. 

3. Whether it will conduce to the benefit of religion, arid 
the harmony of our respective congregations for Mr. 8. and 
myself to have a public discussion on the distinctive claims of 
the Episcopal and' Presbyteriaii Ch\irchds. 

Reply- to the ABoys Proposition'. 
Rev. James A. Bolles, 

Dear Sir,-^lt is with unfeigned satisfaction tha# 
I take pen in hand to an&wer your written proposal, handed^ 
me by yourself in your study, last Tuesday morning, Jan. 19tb; 
since I hafl the assurance from you at the time that you 
would not refuse a written reply to your proposition, if hand*t 
^ yciu by ifiy self in person. :. 

You " propose to submit to two individuals, one to be se-^ 
lected by each, the following.:^— * : . 

" 1 . Whether the above questioaiS (what questions you do riot 
«ay) are proper to be put and answered, under the cireiinoM 
stances. : 

'>2. What rates and regulations should be adhered to by the 
respective parties, the <)ne in giving, ahfd the other'in receiving 
' instructio!). . ^ 

** 3. Whether it will <;onduce to tfie benefit of religion an4 
the harmony of our respective congregations for Mr. S. an<l 
myself to have a public discussion on the distinctive claims 
of the Episcopal and Presbyterian Churc|ies." 

Z9bW, iti regard tp tbbl^dburse, I have to say, on reflection, 
that I tfaiilk it entirely anhecessaryj We ' arc ' cdmpetet>t^ I 
imagine^ toldecide ithetematteiv without eaUtngtjn ihd h^ip 
of omf neighhoorB, Ypa aay jkni wiii gb <in 'witli; {fohr 'in^ 
«tvudtioB9 whether I answei* tbequestionis ^proposod^bjryou 
dr hot* This dispose? of 'your first diffitulty; " 

: : You and I know w^U enougli what rQleB.'aiDd'Tegulatio&i 
Oiiight to be adhered to- in 'giving ai^ receiving : instvifcjliioirf 
and I trust we are willing to observe them. And this dk^ 
poses of "your second difficulty. 

In regard .to your third pointy whether it will conduce 'to 
the benefit of religion, &o., i have sintipiy to say,- that as wi 
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mere man cati dccidei that question boforel>ai>cl, so it would 
be utterly idle to ask such a thing of any friend of either of us. 

If the public discussion were conducted \yith becoming dig- 
nity, candor, and kindness, and with a sincere and soJe» de- 
sire 10 exuniine the truth, who is prepared to pronounce 
against it ? 

So again hereby I fornr^ally tender to you. the following : — 

Either thai you cxchango pulpit3 with nriQ on some Sabbath 
not far distant ; 

% Or that you publicly show at such times, as shall be select- 
ed by us, that you are the only scripturaliy. authorized minis* 
ter of God in this place. 

I shall expect, '* unless providentially hindered," to be at 
your study next Tuesday mornings to listen to your third 
lecture on " Episcopacy tested by Scripture," — Text . Book, 
the Tract of Dr. Qnderddnk. ;. - 

I am sorry you will not [femiit me the privilege of, inviting 
a few gentlemen of the vilLageL to listen to your interesting 
instructions. Yet I remaia as. ever your much obiig^^d 
friend and brother in the bonds of Christ, 

Batavifi, Jan. 20th, 1847. - 

N. B. I consider the above a sufficient reply to. your, pro* 
position, unless you positively refuse to go on with your in- 
$tiruQtioo6, and so stat« to me by written communication- 

B. SUNOERLAND. 



,!; : ; . ^ : .! • , / BataYia,t Jan. llth^ ^«47. 

I Rev. e^nd Dear Sir,f— Tfce siogular Qb«racter dfuiomoi^f 
STQUl* la^t cotniDtititsatiorifi, and ihe^iiolinlatioiis therein conr 
lained of t>bi3,puhlicatjk>ti:of our Qoirespondenccv s^eem^ kit rjsr 
quirc/of me' ift' plain jeYtcrt^'.' Indead Ihe oorrcjHifint'<^W9 
would not be cornplet^iwidioiiltitj /the pttblip.tvouWhaKe. just 
rea80ii;tO) complain ; faodibesiidbs, as it was .cottitoGiie/ecti by 
jrou; there lis '.an evideint,:ptopriety:iin its bimg ck»ed:.b.y 

m^ r.;i!i ! i-.i • '.>.'.■ ■: L-T . .;.;. . ■ •..' :• . I ' .-... 

What I have to say I will endiaiavbur to arrange in order|, 
arliltie after the fashion dfao'.aut^driz^. parson, and in rsiich 
ianguageds cannot wpU be. n)i£[uh^ec8t90fil, so.tlmt the people 
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when (hey come to read it, will have the whole matter be- 
fore them. 

First, as to my ** logic." Siioply in conscquetice of my 
ncknt}wledged courtesy in Bending to you a Journal of our 
ConyeniioD, ami a copy of my Edacational Address^ you 
seem to have been oiG:inded, and immediately opened upon 
me with two leitoris succeeding each other. In the first you 
prof&ssed- yourself a ^ncete enquirer after the truth, and de- 
sired information in relation to the "threerfold Ministry" of 
the Protestant Episcopal Church. In the second, after a 
suitable number of compliments, you not only criticised a 
word in my address, but made a personal application of your 
criticism to myself. To both these letters I replied in .such 
a way als to avoid€i*c6nth>ver8y, and at the sanf>e time to 
satisfy your profdssed desire for information. ♦ I sent to; you 
a number of books, on'thfevery suhjccts/to Which your qUes- 
tioos related; and about which' yrui' wished to be inTornted ; 
and I atso-^hdeavored id {Bxplaio the meaning of the objec- 
tionable w£>]Ki« So Ikr there was^nd) wont of logic. ; for: your 
questions either did relate to th^ Minfistry of the Frotestbnt 
Eptscoped Church or tii<iy did not ' If they did relate to that 
subject as •'the truth'! Which you Wstnted to *' know/- thpn 
my bodks contained a logical reply, as every Epiacopaliian 
knows who has read the Prayer Book, or the " Churcbmati's 
Faith and Practice," or .'^iKip's^ Double WiMaess," or Bishop 
Ives on Jthe ** Apostles' Doctrine and Fellowship.'' And. by 
sending yoii these books^ and stating, my agreement with 
these ** standard writct^ of the Church," I gave.yqu pre- 
cisely my own views and a logical reply to your questions. 
Ifi however, your questions did not relate to that subject, 
then they weii3 merely pertwxnal, and had nothing to do with 
what appeared to be the object of your letter, and your pro- 
fessed desire, nor with the extracts which you . made from 
Bishop de Lancey's Address about " three-fold ministry" and 
the ** deplorable ignorance of many who oppose the Church." 
Of course I put the best intcDprctatiod both upon your letter 
and your professions, and answered accordingly. So much 
for the logic of my first reply, and here I supposed the cor- 
ifespondence would: end. 
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• Tten canjb jtour third opistle, accompanied with IhB present 
of a '• Presbyterian Book of Prayer," which turned out^to be a 
iBibJe with a new name, (and by the way; there was never a 
greater misnomer, judging from the prayers which I have 
eametimes heard) and coniaining sundry not^ and remarks 
about the case of Matthias and the deacon»bip of St. Stephen, 
and on the subject of prayer, and the authority of the Presby- 
terian Ministry, and the efieqt of Romish cxcommnnicalions on 
' the Engiish Church. At the same time you desired ihforbaation 
-about the Walden^es and the Cutdees of North Britain* » You 
al80 repeated your three famous, n)ost original, dnd remark- 
able questions, assuring me that you had not been able to ob- 
' tain an answer to them in the books which I had sent, and 

* nppealing to me a^ a ^* living teacher" to give, you light* 

.In answer to this nonriniunicatibn I 'sent you more books, 

* nU relaliog to the vek*y siibjects which seemed to trouble, and 
' perplex your mind ; and th«nt there might be no 'mistake as 

to the logical character of ibi^ .reply, :I refemredto the' pages 

'<^f, the books nnd^turned down thelfeaves^ and'eorpressly said 

•that between such; aind such .paged, yod will find :wliat we 

• metth by Deadonsyi'^bat i»^e rinsan'.bnk'PriestS) alid what .we 

• mean by Bi^ops, and between such and soch. pages >you will 
find the .Apostolic €kice.^^s]JDiJ unfolded and traced ; and I 
have no doubt ^hen yoti come to. publish thecorrespondenie, 

i with the matter's so expressly ire furred to, (for this constitutes 

. an essential part of it)!the public wjH perceive that I gave you 

-a great deal of light, and exactly Jogical and relevant to. the 

'• case. ; And here again I supposed the correspondence wdQld 

* But then came yo»r fourth episUe, Iqnger than any 6C ll»e 
*' others, asking me a great. mimber of questrons besides.. the 
origmal and- remarkable three — setting yourself up as an 
instructor, and forgetting your position as a pupil, finding 
' fault not only with Biirnet and Bowden. but even with'tho 
tlhg'lish version of the Rible,* and altogether exhibiting your- 
' self in a new.llght — in the light of acatcchist ^rid controver- 
sialist, and .not of d sincere enquirer after the truth* . ^ 
' In my reply to this commqnicatidn therefore I determined 
to set you right, to assume my own posiJbimi: as the catechist 
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fnlf« Ai the position af a papii^. Henee my letter of t^piestioiis 
ffaioflt logical tothe>purpose, anci pvoducihg eac^Iy the di^et 
Twfaich lidesired* And hence my proposition that aB vrriUea 
^oominaunictttioiifi cease, and that youcenme toine^i^^inpvopgHa 
peiMQa,'^ and my oSer to devote one 'ttftetnooii or ^nioriikig 
li».ev0ry weefcy to the business of giving you instriotkfcw At 

• the salne Itinie, bcrivdver,' 1 neither, urged or even* itMied . yon 
»<«> thi5<^our8e, but said expresdy that if you pnefertedi-td iii- 
-refetigate tlie matter by youwelfythen iny Sbrafy was at your 
'serrice, and presuming that you would so prefer, ' 1 seitt ^you 
a Hst of books. So much for the logic of my tfiifd *eplyj "i> 

Then <^ame your fifth epistle, revealing more ftiSy A6 irc^ 
'Object -Which you had in view, declaring your dntiention *<* to 
{{ilai^t yourself against the Bibie," which you certainty ba^ 
done in. planting yourself against the Churchy nnanifesting' tib 

• little uneasiness at the uncomfortable fix in whk'.h you 'had . 
fiiaded yourself, and repeating your three wonderful qdjOl- 
.tions. However, you desired pie to state "the day and- -the 
hiwr*' when I w<Mild.be able "to attend to your casOv*'' 'tm 
reply I mentioned every Tuesday morning at 9 o'clock fas 
'**the day and the hour" when I would be at home and r^dy * 
itopw-ijfou imstituction, and I requested you to take^lbr your 

first recitation the subject of "Deacons." So much -fer: the 
logic of my fourth reply. ' / 

• Then came your 6th, 7th, and 8th epistles, to all ^of which 
Imtend this as my final reply, the logical cKaracter<Jf which 
"Oan be judged iof by the public when they come to read it ' » 

II. Now I come in the second pla"ce, to your three ftiost ori- 
^hal and most wonderful questions, invented! suppose eriftiitfly 
'by yourself, and intended to be made the grand test questibi^ 
off orthodoxy for all time to come. Can it be possMe, ti/y 
friend, that you are the sole inventor of this new mode df 
inqtnsitorial torture, so admirably calculated to bring out thfe 
truth, and at the same time so innocent and harmless to llite 
;poor victim on the rack 1 Who can be surprised, when "iftfe 
w^e' honor of invention belongs to you that you shotftd rej[)egit 
tJiem so often, that they should be so constantly in ^ijfr 
thoughts, that you should be so sensible of their ritiatgicial 
11 
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-'pomet and qhkrdis^ and eapecMly thai you diiouM feel such 

*:fmiDTiial(snt doHght and satisfBctioh at this remarkable display 

lof <5atechetical skill! But seriously, my dear Sir, and with 

fiaU Jdae deference I beg leave to say, that in ihy opinion your 

'^tfaree famous questions have been made to appear quile as 

-oiten as .their: intrinsic merit deeervesi. Your paleroiiy of 

(Ihem has led.you to over-estimate the original genius and. 

,pawfer l^hich they possess, and re&Uy I have biitlierto neg- 

-tected directly to answer them, in my own words, more on 

.'your account thaij my ovrn. Any lawyer would have told 

;yQU (a faet of which you seem not to be awar^) that your 

quetaitions ^e not only of that leading kind which manual 

lyour fears as to what the witness might say^ if interrogated 

^genearally in reference to what he does believe atid tea^ch on 

those slubjects, but that they admit of a simple yea or nay- i|i 

.full reply and then the burden of proving the contrary; would 

Ijie {thrown upoji yourself, br else you woiald be compeUed* 'to 

try your catechetical skill again in ordei- to bring the witn^ 

out.: However, I will waive the consideration of this point, 

lAnd will go^farther iti my reply than your questions justly* 

jdejhand, .. : . 

' /J Yotr first question is this 'J — "Do you hold to. parochial: or 
•prelaticjJ' episcopacy as being of scriptural authority and 
• ;plrinaitiv6 sanction f . 

Now if by this question you mean to profess . a real ignO- 
rirtooe'as to what kind of Episcopacy is held by the Chut'eh of 
.Midieh'il am a Minister, and a real desire, to know the trutfi 
on. thte subject^ then I reply that we neither h<M to "paro- 
.ph^al or.pre/a^icaMipiscopacy," in the odious sepse of the 
Jatter terni. But the Episcopacy which we, do Jiold. is tijie 
.s^e which was established by the Apostles,, of which , they 
;wrere,|l;he first JPishops, which was universally received fqr 
jlifteen centurie? in the Christian Ghurch, as we belieyej, witfi- 
put an^expepjtion ; — and df you, wish to know anything more 
4p, relation to its nature and pqwers, its scriptural; autho^ty 
.a,!^ primitive sanction, then I am ready to give yqu^instruc- 
.^pn,, prpvided oijly. you will come to me "in p;rppria.per^oni^^'' 
wijtji the spirit ofan honest enquirer, after truth, aQd.coi}.tinipe 
itn^ repit^tLons which you have coflaraeiic^d. . . - 
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Xkkt a by making this question persotiftl^amL by, ^nmctiiig 

an odious name with it, you intend tQ pmv<^ke <a^ disonssiiilar 

with me^ and at the same time to escape yotirsdf both frapqt 

the issue and from bxl honest investigation injto; trUtby. theflirtic 

hanre/only to 4»ay that you have' made a mistak^^ ^jitb^ b^t- 

tbCitake your question back and try agaim. :, •/ i « • ;;; /iun 

'inYout second question, is, this :ft-^f5Do you rixeluniobyniBisbQpr 

the Pajstx>r< of a single congr8gati<)n, by^Pd^tlagi^ple f rie^byri 

ter.or Elder, and by Deacon one'whoseroffi^.it 4s tP.^Xt^uA} 

totthe pecsuniary concerns of thejChuarchl" .;,: 

ii ]>fei;v5-if you mean.by this questioa to; profe^ a real .ignofi 

sanee.a&.to jv^hat the; Church of wWcbl £^m siMinieftervittdeiiiT* 

flitdnds by the three-fold miniiitry of Bishiopy Pjriest, apd.J)f^: 

OOB^ andiiliybur ignorance ;bas not been relieved by; th^. Biblpi 

orEiUyer Book,- or. any of the Books which I hstve s^tr^. 

you, andyoucdntinueto press the question only because ypu^ 

sinoerely^ "desire to knojw the triilb^" themlrieply that tb»^ 

Church does nHm^m by BishoptheiPastor.of a singl^^iQ^iiTr 

giteigation^ ' she* does, mean by Priest a simpte Presby t^y pr 

Elder,; janiahe doed«o/ mean by Peacon merely one ^yh^sepf- 

ftce^it jjB tP Attend to the pecuniary coiKcerns of the Church, fiWt » 

. Bnt; if, 'by 'also making tMs question, personal, and. prete^dr, 

fap^lto.an ji^oirftnoe, ^hich we can scarcely suppose: it possi-i 

M$ifoir you W possess, you intend ; to provoke, a. discupsif^fti 

with xoei and at the same time/ to. escape youz^elf from ; th^, 

true i^pue^ ,then I reply thait you baivemade anotiiex' mistake as 

gjcoat aa tii^ farmer, and. already you musit begin itx^ feeiy^Wis 

fleif/injai* awkward predieament Already ypu must:.ba3rO\ 

diwjaveyed that I ami det^mined to ha^^et no ,such discwsaipB, 

with,y.pu,, and. thatJ[,ha,ve,tJo peculiar vi&y^^M opinions, upom 

anyrof tl^sesubjeets. -What I believe and teaob' yespecitingi 

tfeepalis tbetdpctpne of tb^Projteistant Ejriscopal Church,.. a« 

^^tainedini, the-: Bible,, as unfolded in thelPr.ayer Book^iufi 

giqplawed>y.the..ajatbQirS;a ^ent toiyoiil,! Wdias uniyerr^ 

sally f eceived and praQtis^d by the Primitive Ch|ci^tian««" , {And 

I,bi^yeinOvdo^bt:if you will contia^ejUo invep%#e the.^ibjesctl 

vMw my tuition, not in thetspirit of a conlrove;:sialist, ibutf ini 

^^^/9f ^siQcere inquirer aft^ truth, then you will find iithftt; 

ypuR ^dividual. nptiqng are wrong, and- that /the dqctrl»^>4)f 

the Church is true. 



i^Of^ iMrdt question is lias 2^— <<Do yotf mean by the* Apes- 
tolie Succesvion such a succession as that you youi»etf can; 
IMieeybup own* line, of ordination step by step and man by 
i^BA in a direct unbroken chsan hack to the Apostles 1" 

-'Nowif by this question yon mean to profess your igao* 
ranee as to the doctrine of the Apostolic Succession^ anct 
ypursinc^re* desire to know the truth, then I reply — ^that aur 
Saviour ordained the Apostles and commissioned th^B toi 
obrdaih' others, and the Apostles did ordain others, and oom*<' 
missioned them to ordain others, and thus from that time toi 
the 'present there has been a succession of ordainers-*-of men 
oj^ined themselves, and having authority to ordain other»— ^ 
and this suocession of ordaineiis has never and can never b^« 
bt^ken, having the promise of Christ for itj continuance moA> 
jterpetuity to the end of the world ; and V9e call it an Apos^ 
tDli<ial Succession both because it has come down from the. 
Apostles, and has been continued in that order of Alinialerir 
"WhO^hlive succeeded to the office of the Apostles*^ 

*> Biit if, by making this question personal, and by raisif^ 
Slime Atsfonca/ doubts as to the validity of my own line o£ 
ordinatidn^ you intend to provoke a discussion with me, an4 
at the same time to escape yourself from the true issue, then 
pfiave only to say in direct reply that you.havemade anotlieT< 
mistake, and I am afraid I shall have to give youi up. as- the* 
li^M 'luckless student I have ev^r had under my tuttiom 

Bttt m&re than this. Your question is an evidence to my 
o#h mind that you know the doctrine of the ApostoHe MieK 
des^ibn to be true — that simply and^by itself consideredvy^' 
dhl^ not deny it, and that the only way in which you hdpe 
to escape from its consequences to yourself, is by raising some 
ISisftorical doubts as to* the validity of my own line of ordfna*' 
Utor In other words, you fancy that by some histcMrical con- 
llfsioil of di3Ue9 and names^ you can possibly prevail upon your 
finendS'to think that J am in the same category with yourseK 

'*'(hi the whole, in reference to all your questions, I beg 
feave to say that in my humble opinion you have studiously 
dVadlsd the true points at issue between^ the EpisQopal GEHii^ 
rffid^her opposers ; you have endeavoured to draw me intb'ti' 
discMision with you, not about great questions of (nAH> on 
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efror^ imt'itbdtit rnysdf^' whatl teach, anid say, and do, and 
afti,- and' not what h truth. If -such questions are courtebu^^' 
(nrnoUe, or tnagnanimous, then lam no judge; and if the? 
p^%lic' do not perceive that they betray a great want of eon- 
Aience in your own cause, then I have no discernment, • 
t TRie same want of confidence in your own cause is betraV^. 
^'byycMir propositions in relation to the WaWenses and* 
(Stttdees' o^ North Britain ; for they show how hardly you* 
must be pushed when you are obliged to appeal to them a!s. 
Ae ohty examples of Presbyterian ordination — examples 
^hich We- not only deny, but which. we have proved over and' 
over ligain* are entirely without foundation. 
'"HI. I come now to speak, in the third place, of your de- 
faice'of these questions. You say as follows : — 
• "list- If jrou are\the only scripturally authorized Mini^f 
6l^€M In this place then I for one and all of us ought toi 
know it" = < 

'' "%d,' If yoaalone of all others can trace your own line, 
ftc,, '* * • then I for one and all of us ought to know it.- 
" 31rd; If the ideas, &c., * * * as you hold and teadh- 
them, * * i * * then I for one and all others ought' ta 
blow it ^' 

"•4th* If the kind of Episcopacy which you hold and teach,' 
&(?.,• * * * • I fbr one and all others ought to know it'* 
' Now if by the above statement you mean to say or ihti-; 
teale tbut I have made any personal or peculiar claims ta 
puUfc^ favour, or tliat I have ever spoken of myself as ^*thef 
inljr* scripturally authorised minister of God in this'place " or 
any »othfer, and " alone able to trace my line of ordination,'" . 
then' r deny the charge. I do indeed believe and teacK i^if 
Uie Prayer Book says, that "It is evident unto all men: rfiB- 
gentiy reading Holy Scripture arid ancient authors, that from 
titft' Apostles' time there have been these orders of MinisteiCilr 
W'Obrisf s Church, Bishops, Priests, and Deacons. » * « 
Alidltiier^fore to the intent that these orders may be conti- 
now and- reverently u«ed and esteemed, Jno man shall be Ac- 
eoontetfof' taken 40 be a lawful Bishop, Priest, or Deacotf,^ iii 
Aw Church," or suflercd to discharge any of the said functions, 
*otes6 hellath htid episcopal ordination or consecration." 
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Such is the doctrine of the Prote9taiit Bpisoopal Cbtw^cb, 
as declared in the Prayer Book, in the very iaoguage of the 
English Reformers^ and as well known to every intelligent 
gentleman like yourself. Apd if this dootr>ne gives me ^meq^ 
advantage. over you, then I beg you to undejcstaindritdoesupit. 
arise from any personal claims or coq^ideratioi^a-^^the £si^ty 
if fault there be, is not mine but yours, and you.havQ,no one 
to blame but yourself and the erroneous sys^ein (ind^r. whidi* 
ypu act. , . ; '.; ! 

J3ut if by the above statement you m?an to say orii^tioiate. 
t^at I am accountable to you for anything .wMch^^L say, -.or, 
do, or teach in my capacity as God's Minister, or t^t ,} ^a?), 
bopnd to render to you an account of ray stewardship,/ ^id 
to let you know my doctrine and manner of life in. ^py.olhWi 
-\yay.than they are publicly known to, all meip* th^Pf) h^r^U7 ^ 
piiosume to question your authority, and I a$)L W.b9h9;thiw40. 
you a judge over me 1 < , . 

. Butif by the above statement yop raean Qply .to say 4hat 
yfiu.ouglit to examinp into yovr oipn credentials ^f^ God'f, 
Jlipistery.and not into mine — that you ougl^t t9 know the 
ground on which you stand, and . the. ajifhority by: which yoi* 
act, that these are grave and important matters, demandiD^g 
of you the most '^ serious and searching examination," ^ben 
I perfectly agree witj^ you and I will help, you j and I hav^^ 
no doubt if you continue di faithful student with o^c, as. you 
(jL^ve comnrrenced, you will be entirely successfijilincomingtft 
a knowledge of the truth. But 1 must advise yop. that I sbalL 
bqld you to recilaiions aind instruclions^ as imply i^ig; a .rigid* 
course of study, and you must not think to sautiify you», oon* 
'ak9ience by talking about "oral lectures," "taking n^tisfl,": 
&c>, and thus endeavouring to get up a controversy WAth^na^ 
fqr such a course (under the circumstances pf ypur .^ngage^: 
men t) is /unworthy of you , and the subject i?ehich yoi^'. are 
professing to investigate, and neither can ypi^iei^peet^^ktSUcfc 
a course will be blessed of God, either to.diQ reff^yaj of^QW 
dp^ibts, or to your perception of the truth. SonaMoblfor what 
jrou have been pleased to say in vindication of yt^riqupstiowu, 

IV. I come now to speak in the fourth place^roffyour ipro^- 
position for an exchange of pulpits, already, tw<?». made ^ aad 
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Iconnderin^ that yob have repeated the proposition after the 
Hmtter hsrd be^a expliairied to you, you must expect me touae 
(Some pimimee» of speech. 

': '- l8|L' If you made this proposition in good faith, not merely 
\tO'.driio^ y^tinUbeiblity) and' to produce an effect on the vmsodk 
of weak men and silly women, but really in good faith as ex- 
-peeing a*' favorably response, or as imagining that sticti a 
'response eduld be honestly made by me, in accordance with 
the fundamental pri^iples. of the Church of which I am a 
ilfinisteii, then, you have certainly betrayed an igitoranoe 
mrUkh slirprbes /me much, and which makes me more and 
jnoare cdafidealt of my ability to give you instruction. ' < 

2. If yoii made this prop6siti(m to exchange in good feiAj 
abdlunder the impression that my people would be pleased 
1 with ?ily in ©onaequence of their perscwaal regard for you, then 
il beg'lea»i^ to tell yoq that you have fallen into ancfther mi&tak^. 
!£hf^ gajelit majoriiy df the members of my congregation ajie 
iEpisbopalians from principle-^they are not Presbyterians,. they 
^(iteh<»)Q3t and con^ientious men and womeji ; they do not come 
;lo Ghul^ far the; sake of the Minister, to please him, or Ip 
lflppl$li||d Jaoun^; but tcr worship God as the mehibers pf the bodr^ 
'i0f Cbris^.and in accordance with the dictates of their own 
rf«iUgl|tei^ consciences, and no considerations of love ajod 
>affeeiieHi fox any man, can induce them to sacrifice their pria- 
QipJ^s^ or .phange the Church of Gpd into a Presbyterian 
,ffli0^ting-:hpuae. You might as well, .therefore, request me to 
Jbj^ve. th^ tOM^n at once, for such would be the result of yoqr 
^pi?0positiqn if Iwere to accede to it. I may also add. :that 
ihoviri^yer:=muchrrfl,y people may desire the union of alj» who 
•pi?>fe^s.^d cjB^U themselves Christians, they have no idea of 
i/iuch :^ u^on exqsptiag upon principle, and, they know fiill 
».wejl that any union which is produced by the sacrifice. .f)f 
1 j^rinc^ple, r and by the combination of discordant elem/^nt^, 
,fiakVtfrt.0v^ntually bo. destroyed. ■ ■ ,- 

J.' .^ If.you,ipade your proposition to exchange only to show 
lyQurjliberaiity, and to find out what I would say to it, the^ I 
-'9Ply thc^t I. have no objections to your occupying my pulpit 
'W^fuU canonicals, with gown and bands, provided only yqu 
•/fW satisfy jn^ that you haye renounced your erroi^s, and 
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rhiive been suiBciently instructed, aad .haye Had Epiaeopal 
tardcDaftion or consecration.. Then I wiU. gladly ftlaiid mide 
and you may preach to your heart's content, on any text you 
jilease, Ibcfugh I \tould 'lespectfiilly f ug^dt the foUoitimi^' for 
'^fmoTi introductory 'sermob z^^^^tWABrufi' I^ was Uhtdj dno r/ 

y. .Hftving nowfiiUy answered, yonr proposition for an ei|- 

itifaamge of pulpits, suf^se we turn ithe tables, and yon let ^me 

make k prdpisisition, not fdr a mere temporary, exchange of 

pdpits, but fot a real and substantial union, founded upHlb 

principle, and one that cannot be broken or destroyed. Y^bar 

Presbyterian fathers separated from the Church for objectmn 

.i^hich'tire now regarded as frivolous and nonsensical^ relsting 

to the snrplice and the sign of the Cross in baptism, and'lbe 

iisse of chaunte and organs. Now my proposition is that' y<m 

^reipdiit of this sin of separation, and come bcick to the Charck 

•tl?om which your fathers separated, and then we shaU hate 

^ union indeed, and such as God has commanded, and ^vfll 

'undoubtedly bless. I beg you to understand that I madcetfois 

<]^rdpos1tion in goodfallh, not as thinking that you will accede 

'4^ iVt>ut as knowing that you can, and that you ought/ and 

*thtft your conscience will never be satisfied until you do. '4f 

'in reply to this proposition you say that we separated from 

•^f be Church of Rome, then I deny the fact, and tell yon not 

Ofily that reformation is not separation, but tHat you hfav>e 

tldlade a Romish objection which is unworthy of aProtestMty 

'^ttnd which the lingliish Reformers fully cdnsid^ed and fully 

'attswiei^ed. " Whei^ was your Church before Luther 1" was 

tb^ Romish question, and in reply to it one of the master 

-ipMts of England asked another, ** Where was yotir fiwse 

before it was washed 1" And so says Dr. Hook, in alliisioti 

to this anecdote, ** the Church in England was no more'a 

'liew Church after the reformation, than a man is aaew mlan 

who has washed his face." It is the old Church reform6d« 

Btrt the Presbyterians did not stop at Reformation, but went 

•on to an actual separation, which they acknowledged and 

tried to defend, and therefore my proposition that you re* 

'•nounce their error is right and reasonable, especially when it 

Is considered that you have already confessed our rcforma- 
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tion, and signified your willingness to use our forms and cere- 
monies. But as a farther illustration of my meaning, I ap- 
pend to this letter a criticism on some remarks in the Presby- 
terian, and commend it to your attentive perusal. 

V. I come now to speak of the alternafAve of your proposi- 
tion for an exchange. You say that you now formally tender 
to me the following : — 

" Either that you exchange pulpits with me on some Sab- 
bath not far distant ; or that you publicly show at such time 
as shall hereafter be selected by us, that you are the only 
scripturally authorised Minister of God in this place." 

Now in reply to this alternative, so formally tendered, and 
as though you intended to compel me to it, I have to say that 
I suppose I may be allowed to act my own pleasure — to ex- 
change when and with whom I please, and to select for my 
public discourses any subject which I may think best. This is 
a Christian liberty which I have heretofore enjoyed, and of 
which I should be very sorry to be deprived at the present time ; 
and therefore I humbly beg the gracious permission of my 
Pre^yterian brother to allow me to do as I please, and would 
respectfully remind him that the " Barebone's Parliament" is 
not in session. 

But more than this, and in all seriousness and sobriety, I do 
think that I am a '^scripturally authorised Minister of God," and 
so far as I am informed, there is no individual who has any 
doubts on this subject ; and whatever the good pqople of this 
neighborhood may think of my abilities, or talents, or personal 
character, and however much they may differ with each other 
on all these points, still I believe there is but one opinion as to 
my authority to preach the Gospel and administer the sacra- 
ments. At all events, I am quite sure that my own people 
are satisfied on this point, and therefore I do not see the ne- 
cessity for the alternative imposed. When that necessity 
arises, I shall take up the subject in my own pulpit, and shall 
select my own time. 

But in as much as there is a serious doubt in relation to the 

validity of Presbyterian ordination, and the authority of the 

Presbyterian Ministry — in p,s much as many of -the best and 

wisest men who have ever lived and are now living, liave not 

13 
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only doubted, but actually denied the validity of that kind of 
ordination, and the authority of that kind of Ministry, and in 
as much as you have some doubts about it yourself, I there- 
fore most respectfully suggest that it is more important for 
you to establish your authority than it is for me to establish 
mine. In other words I think you hadbettef let my authority 
alone, and attend to your own ; and instead of agitating the 
question as to whether I am the " only scripturally authorised 
Minister of God in this place," you had better agitate that other 
question, more important to yourself, as to whether you are a 
scripturally authorised Minister of God at all. I beg you not to 
misunderstand me. I have not here denied your authority. I 
only suggest in reply to your extraordinary aliemativethdii this 
is the subject which concerns you much more than it does me, 
which demands of you the most " serious and searching exami- 
nation," and having " put your hand to the plough," having 
commenced the investigation under my tuition, I think it your 
duty now not to draw back. At the same time, however, 
you must not expect success unless you honestly desire to 
know the truth, and pursue your investigations in a becoming 
spirit of meekness and humility. 

VI. I pome now to speak of the following statement in your 
last epistle : — "I make no pledges for the future either as 
to the resumption or the publication of the correspondence." 

You of course understand that it generally takes two to 
make a bargain, and therefore in relation to " the resumption 
of the correspondence," I do make a pledge. I pledge myself, 
with all the firmness which I can command, not to have any 
more written correspondence with you on any of these sub- 
jects. I am sure that such a correspondence, intended espe- 
cially for the public, will have an injurious influence on the 
impartiality of your mind, in pursuing your studies under my 
tuition. I do not altogether relish the idea of being drawn 
into a written discussion with one of my own students of 
divinity, nor that you should succeed in forcing me into such 
a discussion " nolens, volens," and therefore I see no other 
way than to be " right up and down" about it ; and so I tell 
you I shall not receive any more letters, and whatever you 
have to say to me on any of these subjects^ you must say by 
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« word of mouth," at any time to suit your convenience, or 
in course of my private instructions. 

As to the publication of the correspondence, I take the 
same ground with yourself. I hold myself now at liberty to 
publish it or not as I please. If I do publish it, I shall of 
course expect to put in an appendix all the matters which you 
referred to by page, and made any remarks about, and I con- 
sider you bound in fairness and honor to do the same with 
the matters referred to in the same way by me. You will 
not misunderstand me. I maintain that the matters so referred 
to, did contain the amplest instructions and the most full and 
complete replies to all your questions, and by sending them to 
you in the way I did, I made them as much an essential part 
of my communications as if I had taken the trouble to copy 
them out. With this understanding, I have no objection to 
the publication of the correspondence, excepting that the good 
people of our respective congregations might get a very erro- 
neous idea as to our personal relations to each other. They 
might think us enemies, when in fact we have only been 
having " a friendly correspondence ;" and they might imagine 
that you had presumed to act as an instructor to me, when in 
fact you are only a pupil. 

Will you allow me to suggest a suitable title to the forth- 
coming volume ? Suppose you christen it : — 

" The Presbyterian on the anxious seat." 

And then in the preface you might represent the gentleman 
having the following soliloquy: — "Am I ordained or not? 
That's the question. Some say I am — ^more say I am not. 
What shall I do ? If brother B. is the " only scripturally 
authorised minister of God in this place," then I am not 
ordained. If he is not, then perhaps I am ordained. If 
he cannot trace his own line of ordination, man by man, 
wont that satisfy my conscience? Possibly he cannot. 
Possibly I may be able to show that his chain is rusty 
somewhere. History is a strange thing. Few people know 
much about it. True the chain cannot be broken now, but 
who knows what might have > happened in the dark ages 1 
True I cannot trace the manuscripts of Scripture manuscript 
hy manuscript, and therefore I cannot prove in this way that 
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we have the veritable Gospel which St. Matthew wrote. 
But some how or other God must have preserved his word 
uncorrupt even in the dark ages — one manuscript must have 
been a correct transcript of the other. If lie established a 
succession of ordainers, may He not have preserved it un- 
broken ? But I am getting off the track. How shall I com- 
pel brother B. to prove his own line of ordination, and how 
shall I confuse him, and how shall I persuade the people that 
there is no line or chain at all ] Alas ! he stands in my way. 
If it was not for him, nobody would trouble themselves about 
my authority, all would acknowledge it, and perhaps I should 
not be troubled myself. Ah ! I have it. In the kindness of 
his heart he sent me a journal of his convention — Bishop de 
Lancey's Address. Can I not pretend that this was the 
commencement of a fight — the first shot! And then whilst I 
am fighting his ordination, wont the people forget mine 1 But 
what a blunder I have made ! I have acknowledged my 
doubts. Nay, I have commenced recitations to the very man 
who stands in my way. What shall I do 1 What will my 
people say ? How can I get out of this fix ? All these points 
the reader will find unfolded in the following pages." 

VII. I come now to speak of the following statement in 
your last communication : — " I will also relieve you from the 
labour to which you stand pledged, of giving me instructions 
on Tuesday morning." 

Now my dear Sir, it does seem to me that your ideas are 
very crooked. You seem to think you can do with me pretty 
much as you please. You can force me into a discussion and 
correspondence whether I will or no — you can lay down your 
alternatives and require my submission, and you can break 
your engagements with me without even asking my consent 
But surely if it requires two to make a bargain, it ought to 
require two at least to break one, and sometimes it docs re- ' 
quire more. And though I am quite willing to be hauled 
about a Uttle, and know that I am and have been very for- 
bearing, still I have some strong objections to the sudden ter- 
mination of that relationship which we have so happily form- 
ed, and to which you " stand pledged," and therefore I can- 
not now consent to it. I think you (juite too promising a 
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student to give you up ; and I am sure I shall be able to make 
something of a Churchman of you, provided only you will 
stand to your engagement, and cultivate and manifest the 
true spirit of an honest enquirer. Every Tuesday morning, 
therefore, until we mutually agree to the contrary, 1 shall 
expect to see you at my study, and prepared with your re- 
citations. 

Finally, the conclusion of the whole matter is, that in 
reference to yourself, I won't fight, I won't run, but I will* 
instruct. 

Truly and affectionately yours, &c., 

James A. Bolles. 
To the Rev. B. Sunderland. 

NOTE FROM " THE CHURCHMAN." 

A correspondent of the Presbyterian writes to its editor as follows : 

** The greaterror of the church in every branch ofher organization, appears to 
me.lo be, a pnjneness to concession, and I think I may, with all the force of a 
received truth in ecclesiastical history say, that she has never made a concession 
which has not been more or less downward in its tendency. 

•• Our church, distinctive in her doctrin^^s and polity, maintaining the whole 
scriptural system in its entireness Hiid iniejTrJty, is looked down upon by the 
mere worldling who dislikes ils hoiTie-ihnisting truths as loo rigid and her sons 
as narrow minded and bisoted and is hence oftenj'St called upon to make con- 
cessio.i and the call has been alas too olten responded to, resulting as in the na- 
ture of the case it ever must, in creating new demands and mediately or imme- 
diately greater dissatisfaction. 

** The question between the church and the world is, not how much of the 
error of thf latter the former may receive, and still maintain her character in an 
Ottteirfc distinctiveness and half made up integrity. It is simply this. Jsa given 
course or proposition right in God's sitrlit, that i^, can we by the light of nature 
and r»»velation, when that light is directed by the distinguishing grace of God, 
Bay iiv.\t the given case is clearly right or clearly wrong? If it is the one or 
th«» other — and it must be one — there is no middle ground on which truth and 
error may repose in concert.** 

To which the editor thus responds : 

"Distinctive Presbytkrianism. — Although our correspondent S. A. B. may 
over-estimate the manner in whicli we have referred to this subject, he does not 
over-estimate the importance of the subject itself. He undoubtedly speaks 
the sentiments of a large body in the Church, yet we fear not of ail. Many 
good men have been so far led aslray by ihn spirit of the times as to be almost 
afraid to let it be known that they hold distinctive views on doctrine and church 
polity. It requires some little courage lo encounter the sneers of those who 
Ironi interested motives, are accusloau'd so to tnagnify Chrisiiauity as to render 
all its outlines indistinct, and who prot'ess abliorrence for the narrow minded 
bigotry, as they are pleased to terra it, which looks at the system as a *• body 
fitly framed together," in all the niceness of its proportions and beauty of its 
symnrietry. The longer we live, the more firmly are we persuaded that no one 
doctrine of the Calvinistic system can be waived or compromised,- without en- 
dangering the whole system Edch part is necessary to the whole. It is of 
the nature of truth to be consistent. The power of the chain is destroyed by 
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tfar loM of a iingle link. It is therefore asking too much for the Eiike of seein- 
insi fellowship, that we should be called upon to conceal any one doctrine which 
God has nnade to occupy its place ia that glorious scheme of life and salvatioa 
which he has revealed." 

It ia gratifying to a parent to hear from his children a confession, however tar- 
dy, ot the wisdom of ihe miixims by which he sought to restrain iheir youthful 
frowardness; and such a confession the Church hap from the Presbyterian, 
tliough noi quite so direct and ingenuous as could be desired. No sooner had 
the church sliaken off the Papal usurpation, and reformed her liturgy than the 
Presbyter ians} then in the hey-day of youthful blood, began to rail at the com- 
memoration of ihe faithful departed, and other primitive customs, as no better 
than ** tolerable loolt^ries," and the Church, like an indulgent mother, conceded 
to their clamor and struck them from her Prayer Book. These concessions 
whetted the appetite for more ; the Presbyterian's became noisy and turbulent, 
and demanded that the cross in baptism, and other innocent usages should be 
dis:^ontinued, that the surplice and other vestments should be abolished, and 
that the XXXIX Articles should be made. Calvinistic. This was a little too 
much ; and the Church refused to make the required concessions. But the re- 
fusal came too late ; the **great error" had been committed, and the **downward 
tendency" commenced ; the Presbyterians, who had waxed wanton on conces- 
sions, were exasperated by the refusal, and plotted the destruction of the Church. 
They succeeded beyond not only their expectations but their wishes ; and anar- 
chy succeeded. When the Church was restored, she naturally enough turned 
a deal ear to the clamors for concession, and seeing that her indulgence had 
been abused, took back much that she had before granted. The Presbyterians 
cotnplaiaed sadly of the oppression of tender consciences, forsook their hard- 
hearted mother, and made a church for themselves. And now who so happy 
as the Presbyterians? Without a hierarchy, without a liturgy, and without a 
visible worship, with nothing but a *' scriptural diaciphne,*' and a moat con- 
sistent scheme of doctrine, who could anticipate a demand for concession, 
where apparently there was nothing to concede? But so it fell out, that they 
who left the church began to wrangle among themselves; the laymen, who 
were at first pleased to be made ruling elders begin to think that they ought as 
well to be preaching elders, and man^who were willing enough to believe that 
true doctrine is always consistent, began to see that all consistent doctrine is 
not necessarily true. In fine, the Calvinistic Discipline and the Calvinistic sys- 
tem of doctrine found enemies in the Calvinistic family ; and thus the Presby- 
terians, after having fondled the children of their brains, began to quarrel with 
the children of their bodies. The latter, some of them at least, became refrac- 
tory ; but the mother, who became such after a law and fashion of her own, 
and is a church in the same sense that she is a mother, gravely points to **eccle- 
aiastical history," and declares that *' the great error of the Church (so!) has 
been a proneness to concession," and that the Church *< has never made a con- 
cession which has not been more or less downward in its tendency." Verily 
WUdom is justiJUd of ail her cliildren. 

But let us hear the editor again : 

«• Wc have said, with due deliberation, that interested motives actuated those 
who are the loudest deolaimers against sectarianism, and the most enthusiastic 
applaudersof ciarity. They have an interest m lowering a high standard, be- 
cause they can lay bo claim to a high standard themselves. We do not say 
this is universally the case; some are really beguiled by the seeming loveliness 
of the object presented to them; but very many others are fnflneneed by strong 
dislike to rigid doctrine, and aim to bring it into discredit. They with great 
promptness are willing to sacrifice the truth, in Which they do not believe; but 
they cling tenaciously to their errors. If the Unitarian, Uni verbalist or Armi- 
nian, wilt sacrifice their errors, we shall be zealous for a union with them all; 
but if the union depends on our giving up the truth which they deny, we must 
unhesitatingly refuse." 

Now this is rather unkind in the Presbyterians, to charge their more fractious 
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brethren, tome with bad motires, aad others with aversion to sonnd doctrine. 
It is not the wick«4 tempers of the children, but the false premises of the pa- 
rent that have opened the Hoor for (Jnitnrians, Universalists, ArminianH, Ana- 
baptists, Quakers, &>;. While the Presbyterians were yei in the Church, ihe 
good Archbishop Sandersuii did not charge them with baJ motives and hatred 
of truth, but he calmly pointed out to them their errors, aud the evil consequen- 
ces that would necessarily flow froni them. Perhaps the Presbyterians of thjs 
day would like to have the Arrhbishop's address to their forefathers. ** I be- 
seech them to consider," he says, ** what scandal is given, and what advantage 
to the AnabaptisLs, FamdiitSy Qifikers, and the whole crew of our modern 
sectaries, by what other name or title soever they are called or distinguished. 
When this gap [what command have you in Scripture, or what example for 
this or that?] was once opened Una Earusque Notmqutf it was like the open- 
ing of Pandora's box or the Trojan horse. As if all had been let loose> swarms 
of sectaries of all sorts broke in, and (as the frogs and locusts of Egypt) over- 
spread the face of the land. Nor so only, but (as often it happeneth,) these 
young striplings soon outstript their leaders, and that upon their own ground; 
leaving them many parasanga behind them, who had first showed them the way 
and made entrance for them. For as those said to others. What command or 
example have you for kneeling at the Communion ? for wearidg a surplice, 
&C.7 for lord bishops? for a penned liturgie? for keeping holy days, &c. — and 
there stopped: so these to them; where are your Lay- Presbyters, your Classes, 
&c. to be found in Scripture? Where your steeple- houses, your National 
Church 7 — your tithes and mortuaries! — your infant sprinklings? Nay, where 
your metre psnlms! — your two sacraments? — your observinga weekly sabbath? 
(for so far I find they are gone, already; and how much farther they will here- 
after go, for erranii nuUus terminus, God only knowetb;) show «8» say lhey» 
a commaad or example for them in Scripture. 

Fugerunt trepidi vera et manifesta loquentem 
Stoicidae. 

Thus do these pay them home in their own metal; and how the jMiy can be 
honestly refased, tilt they order their mintage better, I yet understand not. If 
any of ihem shall say with him in the Satyrst-— 

hffic ego nunqaam 
Mandavl (dices olim) nee talia suasi; 

[The time will come when you will say, I never imposed these commands^ 
nor advised them.] 

The reply is ready in the next verse there — 

Mentis causa mala» tamen est, et origo penes te. 

[The cause of the fro ward temper, and the source of the mischief lies with 
yourself.] 

I doubt not that those that made a stand sooner, are highly displeased with 
those that rush on headlong and adventured farther; y«»a, audit maybe de- 
claim against them with some vebemeiicy, both in the pulpit and the press. But 
truly no great reason, if they lent them their premises, to fall out with them 
about the conclusion. Tiie master in the fuble did not well to beat his maid 
for serving him with tliin milk when it was his own cow that gave it. For why 
should he that gieeih another scandal be angry with him for taking it? Or be 
that helpeth to set it on tumbling down the hill, blame the stone if it tumble 
on still, i:x virtale impressa, and do not stop just where he would have it. So 
mischievous a thing is it, as Arisioitle often observeih, — not to lay the founda- 
tion on a firm bottom at the first. It had been best if this had been looked to 
sooner and from the beginning; but better than not at all if it would be well 
considered yet, and some remedy thought on to help it as much as may be, be- 
fore it grows past all hope of recovery.** 

But we must treat our readers to one more extract from the Presbyterian : 
*' The schism wliich o;;curred in the Presbyterian Church in Kentucky, and 
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which resulted in the organization of the Cumberland Presbyterians, has become 
ft matter of history. The pretences of theS'^parniisis were z»»al for the glory of 
God and a more extended charity for man. Many were seduced by them: bat, 
as the result showed, their great difficulty was th-ir dislike to Calvinism. They 
pretended to cast away all creeds as enslaving, and yet they adopted an unsound 
one, andn;?ed iheir zealous endeavors to propagate it. Their reply to certain 
queries proposed by a Committee of the General Assembly, appointed for the 
purpose, and which is to be found m the Minutes of that body for 1805, is not 
without its uses. It may at lenst serve to show that just in proportion as they 
renounced thedoctrineA of the Presbyterian Church, they multiplied their pro- 
fessions of universal charity. Thus they endeavored to cover up their delia- 
quencies. They had charily for all except the sound body from which they had 
separated. Bot we will give a brief extract in their own words, as these mia- 
utea are accessible but to a few. ** When we withdrew," they say, «• we con- 
sidered ourselves freed from all creeds but the Bible; and since that lime, by 
constant application to it we ore led furiLier from the idea of adopting creeds 
and confessions as standards, than we were at first. We feel ourselves citizens 
of the world ; God our common father ; all men our brethren by nature, and 
all Christians our brethren in Christ. This prin/iiple of universal love to 
Christians gains ground in our hearts in proportion ns we g^'t clear of particular 
attachments to party. We therefore cannot pnt ourselves in a situation which 
would check the growth of so benign a temper, and make us fight under a 
party standard." Although these men had just denied the faith, rent the church, 
and set up a party standard, yet, with this high-sounding language, they at- 
tempted to beguile the public, and said to the Assembly, " let us pray for more 
of the uniting, cementing spirit, and treat differences in lesser matters with 
Christian charity." They were ready for a reunion, but only on the terms that 
the whole Church should give up its creed and descend to their level. Thus 
it was upwards of forty years ago in our own Church; let the Church now as 
then, stand up for the maintenance and defence of its precioas distinctive doc> 
trines. " 

Change the name, says the poet and take the story to yourself. The echlsm 
which occtfrred in the Church in England, and which resulted in the organiza- 
tion of the English Presbyterians, has become matter of history. The pretea- 
ces of the Separatists were zeal for the glory of God, and a more extended 
charity for man. Many were seduced by them; but as the result showed, 
their great difficulty was their dislike to the Church. They attempted to cast 
away the ancient creeds as enslaving, and yet they adopted an unsound one, and 
used their zealous endeavors to propagate it. Their reply to certain queries 
proposed at the Hampton and Savoy Conferences, which imy be found in Col- 
lier, &c., proves their utter inability to sustain'their ohjeciions to the doctrine, 
discipline and worship of the Church, on grounds of reason, Scripture and 
antiquity. It serves, moreover, to show that just in proportion as they renounced 
the doctrines and usages of the Church, they multiplied their profeesiOne of 
universal charity. Thus they endeavored to cover up thsirdelinquences. They 
had charity for all except the sound body from which they had separated. But 
we will give a brief extract from the epistle prefixed to the Supplication to 
Parliament, as such records are acccFsible to few ; ** The practices of the ad- 
versaries, I mean of our Bishops, siiow manifestly, that these relics. of cursed 
Babylon, which they maintain anions us, must n^eds go away with a noise, as 
the rest was overthrown. They will not yield to the truth, however it hath 
gotten the upper hand of them. The L )rd must use violence to throw them 
out as he did against the culerpiliars, tlieir forefathers. Rev. xviii. 19.'* Al- 
though these men were undermining the Church with art and violence, yet at 
the same time they were lull of professious that their only weapons were * 'sighs 
and tearrt," and could mix tljroats even with their prayers. Thus they had be- 
fore snid in the preface to their famous Admouilion, " Let us with more ear- 
nest prayer than we are wont, earnestly recommend it to God's blessing; and 
namely, that it will please Him by His Spirit to lighten the heart of our most 
gracious Sovereijjn, and the rest in authority, to the benefit of his smaUftock^ 
and the overthrow of their proud enemies, that godliness may by them proceed 
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io peace/' And by ihoae «« proud enemies/' they afy sodfi after, ?* we mean 
t)ie arch^haps, biskops,** &c. ** whose kingdom/' they add, « mast down/' 
Trtiey were ready enough for a reunion in *^ godlinees and peace/* but only on 
the terms that the Charch aheold be overtbrown and bfoaght down to th^ir leneJb: ; 
Men that breed such cow?, mustf as Sanderson says, expect thin milk. Thus 
it was upwards of two hundred years ago; and how it was before may be learn- 
ed from honest Ileylya, who concludes the ninth chapter of the first book, iO f 
his " History of the Presbyterians," in words with which we suppose we shall 
never be fortriTen for concluding this article ; '* and so we hava the true begin- 
ning of the Genevian discipline, begotten in rebellions bora in aediuon, and . 
BOrsed np by faction/' 



Rev. Jaoaes A. BoUes, 

Dear Sir, — This is to inform you that i have, 
received your loog communication of Jan. llth, and as^aooi^; 
as my multiplied duties and avocations will permit, I shaR 
tak^ great pleasure in answering it. 

Your brother in the bonds of Chf ist, 

Jai>. 15th, 1847. 

I ought perhaps here to remark that both the above note 
and the following letter were never read by Mr. Bolles, for 
the very good reason that he positively refused to receive 
from me any more written communications, 

Bev* Jame» A. Bolles, « . 

• Dear Sir, — Your communication of Jan. 11th 
has interested me still more than any which have preceded, 
il, and the only thing I fear is the effect which it may uiti- 
aiately produce upon yourself. That you have in some way. 
been made to feel very " uncomfortable" there is ^bundant 
evidence in your letter now before me. It seems I have put 
a cup ta your lips too bitter for you to drink, and you have 
Ca»t tip your accounts in a v^ry unexpected manner. Per-^* 
h^pft the potion has been too powerful for you ; perhaps yew 
arenatarally more sensitive than I was aware, and hav^e, 
taken some things very hard which I supposed as a matter of 
course you would receive in a manly way. And yet if I bad 
teflected a little more perhaps I should have seen that it 
would necessarily prove very annoying to you, 

1. To be caught blundering as you were, in Greek aiMl 
eceleaiastical history ; 

2. To be invited to an exchange of pulpits ; 

13 
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3. To be chaDenged to a public discussion ; 

4. To be inquired of for the document containing your own 
line of ordination, step by step, back to the Apostles ; 

5. To be held to the answer, in your own . words, of my 
'* three original questions ;" and ^ * 

6. To be told of the slightest -prospect that all this mighi 
be published to the world. Now if in any of these things I 
have unnecessarily given you pain, 'I exceedingly regret it 
And if the Various resorts to which you have* betaken your* 
self in this your time of need, have brought you any conso- 
lation,- no man ^^11 rejoice in it mor^ than myself. Ifou 
seem to have required some such treatment ; and now yoo 
have had it, you are, I imagine, very much in the condition* of 
Peter Hodgson after the turning of his disease. A friead 
inquiring Ik)w he felt, "Oh," quoth Peter, "I am powerful 
weak but cruel easy !^^ There are several items ill your ejiis- 
tle which must I think have left you after writing them, very 
much in the situation of Peter. As they have no appreciable 
bearing upon the great questions whose " issue" you are 
evidently striving to avoid, it would scarcely be worth while 
to notice them, were it not to show you that your jocularity 
is as easy of exposure as your ecclesiastical 'preten$ibn9. 
Perhaps, however, a passing commentary may do 'you good, 
and then we shall have more important matters in hand. 

1. Your placing the correspondence in a proper light to 
be published ; whith you have effectually done by resorting* 
to ridicule and thus betraying the weakness of your own 
ca;tise. It is a bad defence, my friend, which rests simply 
upon the arts of a clown. After this there will not be absent 
froni the publication passages of " a singular character," and 
•* the public will have" no ** right to cdmplain" of the want 
of the usual quantity of gasconade. Your attempt has been 
(Juite successful, and ** the correspondence will now be com- 
plete." 

' 2. Your logic ; which has consisted chiefly of the partizan 
prodticts of the brains of other men, several pounds of paste- 
iy^tij impressed paper, and calf skin. Your logic comes in 
the mass, unchopped, swaddled in cotton strings and brown 
paper. I respectfully propound you questions. To answer 
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them 'you in retorh send me books, in not one of which is to 
be* found a direct and logical reply "to my three origintri 
questions" — yoa propose and send me a long list of interpci- 
gktions on extrinsic matters, whose only '* eifect" whether 
**<testred" by you or not, is to plunge you into a still more 
<^ 'a wltward 'predicament" — yoxx volunteer to become ray per- 
sonal instructor — you tell me that your '* opinions are in aio- 
cofdance with the standard writers of your Chiircfe,'' and 
a^iu. that you ** ha\re no peduliar views on any of IheREt sub^ 
jeotSy" — and finally when every mode of evasion haS' bedn 
4ried, you freely confess that **you kave never heretofore anr 
9Weitednitf first three questions !^^ Is this logic? I have 
be^3 led to suspect, my -friend, that you may not kno^w wbat 
a-'strictlyJogical answer would be, and therefore, With all 
diie deference to you as my professor of divinity, I will Jay 
down a form for you to sign, and then you will see the dif- 
ference between the course you have pursued and a logicni 
one. .^ . 

'FORM. 

: 1st. I, Jatties.A. BoUes, c/o hold to.Prelatical Episcopaey. 

3nd. I, James A. Bolles, io no/ moan by Bishop the Pastor 
0f a' single congregation. • '• 

ard. I, James A^ Bolles, do mean by Apostolic Suceession 
suck a succession as that I myself can trace my own line '<A 
Ordination step by step and man by man, in a direct unbroken 
chain back to the Apostles ; and 

4tb. I, James A Bolles, will now proceed to give, in my 
iOwn words^ the chief proofs of the above positions, 
. How easy it would have been for you thus to have an* 
iswtoed in the first place. And how idle it is for you now^ af- 
ter your own confession, to talk about having answered' mi 
in a. logical manner. What does your " Prayer flodk'-''^ or 
the " Churchman's Faith and Practice" or the "Apostle's 
Doctrine and Fellowship/' or " Kip's Double Witnesi^j" or 
i^Ctopin's Primitive Chiarch," or " Bowden's Ldtters" teach 
me in regard to the precise manner and point of my inqui- 
ries 1 ' What purpose has been met by your manifold refer- 
ienoes and tunaing down of leaves 1 Why contend that you 
.4id^- in the outstart, answer my questions by saying ^ you 
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.^gveodi with the standard writers of your Church/^ and send- 
•jog ine Q parcel of books t Put your finger upon the first 
passage in then^ all which contains a logical reply to *^my 
three original (jqestions." / v§nture to say U cannot be 
found I You direct rae to your standard works for your own 
belief and teachings and in the very first to which I turn 
(" the Primitive Church") I find the a^ihx)r admitting what 
you deny ! Chapin allows that bishops t^re pastors of single 
^ofigregations, while you do not 1 ! If you say I takp advan- 
tage of the ambiguity of the term '^ bishop," I reply this if 
^ very thing I desire you to explain, which you cannot do 
.i)y ife&rring nie to Chapin, since he will be found either flf^ly 
lo contradict you, or else to leaye the subject in a stilfgreater 
il^nbiguity. How then could you make such an ado ^bopt 
your ^^ light and instruction 1" ^*- If the light that is in th^ 
' he darkness, how great is that darkness ?" Sesides I had no 
security against being misled in reference to your personaf 
Relief and teachingy in consulting the "standard writers <^ 
your Church." Knowing that there are in your Church va^ 
Tko^ juntos, factions, and divisions, how poqld I tell which 
you would have me follow, the High Church or I^ow Church, 
the school of Leigh ton or the school of Laud, Dr* Scott or 
IHr. Pusey, Lord King or Mr. Newman, Archbishop Wbaieljr 
pr Bisfiop Onderdonk. You will know, my fripnd, that these 
>' standard writers of your Church" are contrary the one $o 
the other, and that it ipust be a mere evasion for you to say 
that you agree with them. Such blowing hot and blowing 
cold is anything but " logic." But your own confession is 
defcisiye. You frankly acknowledge that ^*you hawe kithm-ta 
Ikfghct^ directly to answer my questions in your own words.** 
y^ t$ike your confession, and you may take your "logic." 
•iu3;;Your ockowledged courtesy. Certainly your courtesy 
3vauid iiave been acknowledged if, inste^ad of the journc^i, yon 
iifid seat roe a Bull of Excomnmnication, or the story of Piope 
Joai^ though your character as a gentleman of taste nnight 
have slightly suffibred. 

> 4. Your way to avoid a controversy. You should have 
jthought of that before. But why afraid of a controversy if 
ytm have truth on your side ? Or why, if you did not vifih 
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a controversy, did you not formally decline it in thfe begin* 
mxig^l Why enter upon the correspondence, and after trying 
your strength a few times draw back under the plea that yo0 
'were aU the while endeavoring to avoid a controversy < Was 
it a want of apprehension^ or an eiccess of apprehension? 
fjither suj^sition will afford an adequate exj^nation. 

5. Your other fling at my Presbyterian Book of Prayer, 
This would have been well enough if you had not. stumbled 
so on Ihe threshold of the. joke. Your statements about *^ the 
transdators" of the Bible and the ordination of Matthias reti^ 
der your merriment over it exceedingly "awkward,-* A&f 
-man who will make such gross mistakes of ignoranoe, and 
betray such a palpable want, of knowledge of the Bible nd 
its history, has surely a right if he chooses to laugh at me.for 
calling it " my Book of Prayer." 

' 6. Your view of me as your pupil. You seem to take it 
^ an offence that / should presume to correct you. Yoti 
^appear to be attended with a kind of hallucination remarkaUy 
pleasing to yourself, in the idea that you are now de faeui a 
Professor of Divinity, and that you are empowered with these 
prerogatives to all intents and purposes— visions of advance- 
ment are doubtless before you. You have written a book— ^ 
you are D. D. sine titulo — one step more and you wilL have 
•^ Bishopric. With such prospects you seem to look dovm 
ppon 7ne as rather an humble individual — you dole out to me 
ft great dea^l of advice and counsel, sometimes warning and 
sometimeai flattering me in the course of your commuirieation, 
"Ibut always snapping me up after having your self made a 
-biunder. 

-Now when the Professor betrays open deficiency in the 
-({Ualiiications suitable to his office and pretensions, why may 
-fio^t .the pupil dejtect his errors without any great impropriety T 
Ofcourse I should not set myself up in any "new Hght," or 
4ehy yout claim to be a "living teacher," or break thfe 
charming dream which your fresh functions appear to have 
woven around you. You are my Professor still 1 I deprecate 
the dissolution of this valuable relation. Let no man put tiO- 
leat hands on it; or attempt to deprive you of its honors cuafd eWK>- 
iuments. JJa | No ! ! Yet sometimes, unluckily, even Pn)fe#- • 
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ndra of Di'V^inity will lay themselves open to criticism, «Qd I eaa 
TOiry to ^ee that you, my friend, have been overtaken by tiMs 
jonisfoortune. It is indeed calamitous for a man to assume so 
Mfh a station in this land of i:epublicans, when both nat«ire 
!and education have left him vi^ithout the titles by which he 
can maintain in it,, the common respect of men I Yet you are 
fruitful iu resources ; and although your long letter of ques- 
tions .could not and did not save you from the difficulties in 
tii^hich you were involved, still it showed you had grown more 
^cunning, and had deliberately Come to the conclusion that 
•HpNOn the subject, of Prelacy it was easier to ask questions than 
Ito answer thjem. Your "Yankee iQethod" is a hewtiful in- 
:v€ffiti<)n to presierve you from future mortification, and rising 
in' your dignity as Instructor, you command subnaission whese 
you should have produced " light." Most remarkably shrewd 
and logical you have been, and very forcibly does your ex- 
/hortati^ to sincerity and conscientiou^pess strike me. I supr 
Ipose you did it to show your power. It was a great stroke 
4)f p^idicy, and vindicates your right to sit in the Chair of Th^- 
-olo^ by/ virtue of a grave countenance, if nothing more» 

7. . Your play upon the phrases, "against the Bible," and 
** my three original questions"— "a paltry j?iiy which is not 
•■wojtth the candle." Your petty. perversion of. those phrases 
fW^Ues. in your case the truth of the old maxim, " the wounds 
ed bird always flutters." I might have known that those 
Itbree- quqstipns would prove very troublesome to you. Your 
,oratioji over- them inclines me to fancy that you must have 
paid gjceat attention to the art of logomachy. You have «d- 
ded to my expression^ as much extravagance as the .redoubt- 
■aWejigaftcJiq Panza did to the letter of his masJer, which 
b^Vjing . left behind, he attempted to repeat from memory. 
YoM seriously think th^n that they are no uncommon ques- 
MoH^l I fully agree with you, and if ordinary enquiries give 
.ytau $ach;a start, pray would you pot fiaint with afifigbt, were 
I to put ypu some still sharper ones I 

,:.:8. Your intimation about consulting a lawyer. While I 
jr0i*p^ct as much a» you can the profession of the Law, I must 
x^^QSS I hftve not as yet taken advice of any of these g^n- 
tiepaea-r-a thing >yhich, I presume, from what you told roe 
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tile other day abotit your instituting legal proceedings in casfe? 
I published these letters, &c., — you cannot say. If, as yotf 
observe, the questions admit of a single "yea" or "nay" in' 
ftill reply, and if this would thus thro^ the burden of pr^of 
upon myself, why did you not at first so answef, add take the' 
suivanta^e to yourself? I have noticed youi' writers are hot 
generadly above takiug the advantage whenever it comes in; 
their way. But do»yoti really, my friend, conceive mte ^i>^ 
sifnple as not to know how to put, a question ? I rather ima** 
gine that the interrogations with which I have plied you will' 
bear inspection upon the severest principles of Law, and thai 
80 the respectable and learned lawyers of this or any -otheif' 
place will tell you. As to my fears About what the wi^n^ 
may state generally, leave them to me, only let the Witn^s^ 
be subjected to a proper cross-examination. His credibflity^ 
on the great question of your distinctive Church claims inigfei 
soon be brought to an end. Since you have thus appealed to 
the legal profession, I will suggest to yoti a little experiment 
for your diversion. Suppose you submit my first note to yoiC 
to the lawyers of this village, and ascertain whether they witt 
agree with you in opinion about its import. ' .:. 

9. Yoar supposition that I meant to be personal. As thei^fi; 
are hint« and charges of this in various portions of your oofti- 
miuiication, perhaps I may as well answer them hereoiiee foU 
all. The difficulty of which you complain seems to be' th^l 
■ under cover of a merely personal attack, and an effort to 
draw yoti into a discussion with me about your own personal 
claims as a Minister of God, 1 design to evade the " trtie* 
issue" upon great questions. Why my friend, how c^wZi you* 
think so ? Have We not in our personal and social relation^' 
been on the most friendly and courteous terms 1 Arid could' 
you suppose that 1 would maliciously set to Work to hunt yoif 
down, like a partridge on the mountain, merely for the p\s^ 
pose of making your person odious in the eyes of men ? I'do 
protest 1 have had no such design. That you are in *'an 
awkward predicamentj" attempting to support your ecclesi- 
astical pretensions, will be evident to all thinking people. 
That you are hemmed in, embarrassed and perplexed by 
your Church canons and nioctrines, and that yoe often ^feel 
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%h^ real odium of your position, I cannot doubt. That yoa 
must wince when the real " point at issue" is exposed, is bat 
ansttural result. Charge this not upon my attempt to be per- 
dOEutl, but upon the true nature of the case, which you have 
evidently misapprehended. I have narrowed down the sub- 
jecit, as it were to a single point, and this it is which troubles^ 
you* I have no doubt the public will understand it, and be- 
abife to make the proper distinction between a mere " person- 
ality" and'** the true point at issue." The principle whicii 
explains it is this : If you personally as a Minister of the 
y. E. Church of these U. S., can trace your own line of ordi- 
nation, step by step, and man by many in a direct unbroken 
line back to the Apostles^ then can every Minister o£ your 
Gburefar m this land do the same, and upon'your principles of 
x)Ba^0ing» the claims of Prelacy will be incontrovertibly es^ 
tafelbhed. But if ymi cannot so trace it> then none of your 
Minsters cah, and so the whole docti-ine of your Apostolic 
^cc^ssion will fall to the ground. The entire subject of 
ycwur Church polity is(, I maintain^, ckarly involved in the sin- 
j^e question wheUier you yourself can trace your ministerial 
genealogy. I disclaim, then, a "taere persptoality," I invite 
yoa to "great questions of truth," certainly with as much 
*.* courtesy, noblenesSj and magnanimity," as the character of 
your doc trioes will permit. I have selected this method foi? 
yo6, so that the people may see jilst what is really the neat 
•trength of your side of the controversy. Be assured they ' 
trill see it and appreciate it, notwithstanding all your cries of 
^ietress about " personality," and " odium," and " h^torical 
^eWtrsion." And I beg to infoVm you that if this clear and 
incise statement of the question gives me any advantage 
^ter you in the argument, that it does not arise from any de- 
ling on my part to render you any more odious than your 
v<Kn positions have made you. 

10. You 6peak of a great want of confidence in my owa 
tst^iso. As though I bad any cause to maintait^ wliile I am 
vimply inquiring into the claims of you^ Church and Min- 
istry. This is the only " cause" I have in hand at present, 
^nid I confess I fee] some " want of confidence" in- it 
\^tU You assume that I appeal to the CuWees and Waldenses 
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as the only examples of Presbyterian ordination. This is 
not so. Your allusion to them appeared to imply that you 
would claim them in support of Prelacy, I merely gave you 
an opportunity to go into a thorough ifivedtigation of their 
Church polity, which it seems you have declined. If you are 
in any way troubled to find Presbyterian ordination even in 
the Apostolic Church, I would commend you to read Acts 
14: 23, together with Tit. 1: 5. This, however, is a subject 
which you have attempted to draw in, by no request of mine^ 
and I leave you at present to settle it as best you can. The 
vague assertion that you "have proved the ordinations 
among the Culdees and Waldenses over and over again to be 
without foundation," will pass for nothing. I deny it^ and 
put you upon your proof afresh* 

12. You deny having made any peculiar claims. Ah, my 
friend, can it be possible ! Here you disclose the full point and 
pertinency of my questions. They force you to a dilemma^ 
one horn or the other of which you must take. If you make 
" no peculiar claim«," why refuse ministerial corf espo^dence 
with clergymen of evangelical churches, as Well accredited 
as yourself] If you make " peculiar claims," why not boidly 
assert and attempt to prove themi You are inevitably 
driven to the one or the other of these points* Your pro*- 
fessed inability to comprehend the import of my expres* 
sions on this subject, and your far-fetched suppositions about 
it, cannot help you. You cannot raise a cloud of dust in this 
way, or smoke the eyes of the people to blindness, and' so 
effect your retreat. There is no escape for you. Either 
you must throw down your sectarian bars, or take up the 
glove of ecclesiastical .controversy. This, is the alternative 
which is set before you, and you may. cry "peace, peiace,!* 
for a time, but *' the issue" will be forced upon you at length, 
and you shall meet it as best you can. If you are so. skilfiJ 
as to avoid it through life, yet in death it will overtaike- you^ 
and you shall fod, if haply you ever arrive in heaven, that 
gowns and bands and prelatical dignities, afford you ^^'no pe- 
culiar" recommendation to the blessed company of the just. 

In your quotation from the Prayer Book, and your com* 
ment thereon, you neither prove nor define anything. You 
14 
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sssert a truth or a falsity, just according to the ideas whidi 
are attached to the terms "Bishop," "Priest," "Deacon," 
&c» Besides, what is the origin of your " Ordinal V^ Is it 
divine or human 1 And how do you regard its Preface 1 It 
looks to me i!nore like a flourish of rhetoric than any thing 
elsd* It states a palpable untruth in the assertion that " it id 
eviderit unto all men diligently reading, (fee." Thid declara- 
tion is falsified by all the anti-prelatical churches id ChHi$ten'> 
doii), sis well as by multitudes of non«professing people, in 
m8(ny ccMrnnnnities and countries. But what is'your " Otdi* 
Bal" or its Preface, or your own belief or teaching respecting 
U good for, unless > fully warranted by the word of 6dd 1 
And while you have yet to show that you have such a war" 
rantf and this is the special business you have taken in hand, 
of what avail is it for you to ta'k of " blaming myself, and 
the erroneous system under w. 'ih I acti" I beg you to 
remember that the question is r t about myself or my systeiili 
These are foreign matters, having no necessary oonnection 
with the subject of my present investigations, but which you 
have repeatedly endeavored to thrust in, I most think for 
purposes unworthy of your Chair as my Professtor of Divi-* 
nlty; Now the true question is, are you the only authorised 
Minister of God in this place, and can you prove itt It is 
not a question of comparative advantages as between you 
find me^ but of a single and positive fact,, and so ihe publio 
will regard it. 

^ 13; You question my right to call you to an account for 
yotfr pretensions. This looks to me like an after thougki^ 
invented to deliver you from the web in which you are en- 
tangled. Let us try your sentiment a little, and see how it 
will bear inrestigation. You set up certain peculiar claims 
atf a Minister of God. Suppose any member of the comrau- 
irity wherein you reside desrires to know what those claims 
are^ and the grounds on which you support thenfi, I maintain 
yott are bound by every obligation to meet the requisition* 
Nothing but "providential circumstances" will excuse you. 
On this principle, you are accountable to me not only, but to 
every member of this community ; and if you fail to recog- 
nize this responsibility! you do it at the peril of all the int^rr-^ 
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eBt$ which you are sworn to defend. The s«9e sentkndnt is 
fully impUed in the introduction to one of the pampMets ' yoH 
sent me, in which language to this efiecl is employed,-^ 
** The Churchipan at the present day n)ust bd able <to give 
to every man that asketh a reasop for the hope that i^ in 
him." (1st Pet, 3, 15.) This language from the manner of 
its application, I think clearly teaches that you must not only 
possess your reasons, but are also solemnly bound to glvt ib 
^'him that asketh" theip. Shrink, then, from this responsi- 
bility if you can. Men will hold your claims as arrogant and 
.unfounded as you would have them to believe you harmless 
and irresponsible. 

14. Your intimation of doubts about my own credentials^ 
and your repeated proffer of light and instruction. It does 
seem a little strange, my r*"* ar friend, after all my efforts to 
get you tQ understand you ^' true position, that you will con* 
tinue to meddle with matte. 3 that have no connection with 
the present investigation. Is it because you are really stu^ 
pid, or because you have that perversity of will which eon*- 
stitutes the most obstinate kind of blindness 7 I have conti^' 
nually to repeat to you that while canvassing your credin* 
tiak^ mine will take care of themselves. And 1 hope you 
-will in future try to bear it in mind that until your **help" it 
requested about Presbyterian ordination, you will do better 
to employ it in defending your own. This is the precise 
work to which I have put you at present. You are the most 
uneasy workman I ever knew. You have a constant itching to 
leav.e the business in hand, and go at something else. But I 
must hold you to it. " The public will have a just reason to 
complain," ifldonot. 

You professed to set out with the purpose of giving tne 
Mistruction about the claims of your own'Church and Minis- 
try ; you are now almost in a frenzy to instruct me about 
the Presbyterians! And such instruction too!! I should 
think you had attended the Mrmal School of " Chaos and 
(Md Night." If I had asked you in the language of Milton, 
** Which way the nearest coast of darkness lies, bordering on 
Ught," the course of your tuition would, I deem, have been 
exactly suitable ; for this question is pretty much all that 



108 
your teaching has answered hitherto. Still I live in hopes, 
for I see you are fully determined on the solitary *' instruo 
tions and recitations" in your study, where you will allow 
jdo spectators, as if this were the only mode your ingenuity 
could devise for relieving yourself from ** an awkward pre- 
dicament" 

But after all your hypotheses and exhortations and exac- 
tions and impositions of rules and appeals to my conscience, 
how much of a mist do you suppose you have thrown over 
the eyes of the people as to the justness and pertinency of 
** the vindication" which I set up in my letter of Jan. 4th^ 
18471 It is only an expression of the common sense and 
the common feeling of mankind. If your exclusive doctrines 
r-rryour distiuctivc claima^ — can be fully supported, then all 
men ought to know it, and subscribe to them. If they cannot 
be supported, then they ought to be exposed, and you ought 
jfrankly to abandoa them. Why then undertake to evade or 
cover up " the true issue" either through a pretence of not 
.understanding it, or by diverting the discussion to foreign sub- 
jects 1 Jf you persist in this course you must bring disgrace 
either upon your head or your heart. 

15. Your remarks about the exchange of pulpits. Thie 
part of your letter decidedly grows rich. You evidently feql 
the odium which attaches to your position. Your pseudo 
** charity, professed friendship, and solicitude for the harmony 
of our respective copgregatiops," vanish at once when brought 
to this true touchstone of Christian brotherhood and liberality^ 
Jf my proposition has bad no other effect, it will expose your 
i^rrpgant and bigoted positions to the view of those whom you 
in your condescension have been pleased tp denominate 
*^ weak-headed men and silly women /" What a pity it would 
be if thQ whole community should turn out to be just such 
persons ap you have described— rprecisely " weak" and ^' silly" 
enough to discover your want of miiusterial courtesy I 

Here howeyer, you draw yourself up with great affected 
dignity, and gravely tell me "that ap I had repeated the 
invitation after the matter had been explained to me, I must 
fsxpect you to usq some plainness of speech." And how did 
yoi| explain the matter 1 Why, you feared the discipline of 



109 
your Church ! And what was my reply ? Why, that you 
were bound to show good and substantial reasons why your 
Church should presume to discipline you for such an act, or 
else quit her communion as soon as possible, to which you 
answered not. Unless you show proofs such as I have not 
seen, I warn you that you have no right, under the circum- 
stances, to stay in a denomination that will discipline you for 
promoting " friendship and harmony" in the way proposed. 
What does your explanation then amount to 1 Is it not a 
polite method of asserting what you pretend never to have 
asserted, namely, that you regard yourself as the only scrip- 
turally authorized Minister of God in this place I 

16. Your supposition about my making the proposition in 
good faith, and about my ignorance, &c. You have had a 
great deal to say about my ignorance, and your probable 
ability lo instruct me. I am inclined to think this a favoritet 
topic with your advocates of Prelacy. Your Episcopal mas- 
ter has dwelt very eloquently upon this theme in his address 
which you sent me. I suppose you deem it sufficient for 
yourself humbly to imitate his example 1 Enjoy the illusion 
my friend, as long as it will comfort you, but think at the 
same time of those formidable blunders wherein you have 
stumbled much more than is expedient for a Professor of 
Divinity. Such recollection will give you great confideiice 
for the future no doubt. 

Respecting my motive in proposing to exchange pulpits, I 
observe I did it " to show my liberality," and " to produce 
an effect." I did it to reveal to you what mere mummeiy 
and cant in your mouth are all your professions of " friend- 
ship and harmony" so far as your ministerial relations are 
concerned. This is exactly the effect which I desired to pro- 
duce. That I have been successful your treatment of my 
invitation fully shows. I think all men and all womeii whi> 
may read this correspondence, will see how awkwardly you 
have been situated in this affair, and will know how to apprie- 
ciate your compliment, " weak headed men and silly women 1" 
"lam distressed for thee my brother!" How could you 
speak so of those who have clothed and fed, nursed and tend- 
ed, followed and defended you here in sickness and in health. 
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through evil as well as through good report, for the last 
fifteen years t 

^* Weak hea4o(t men and silly women 1" 
Think of that. 

But what after all, my frieivi, is the reason yoy assign for 
not exchanging with me 1 <* The fundamental principles of 
your Church !" Is this a reason or an evasion ? What ar^ 
those principles t H«^ve they any warrant from the word of 
God t If they have not, you have no right to believe or teach 
or practice by them. Your excuse ia a mere petitio principti. 
You might as well have assigned "the principles" of the 
Koran aa^ a bar to the exchange, for in fact you assign no 
reason^ you mei^ly evade the point under a volley of words. 
Besides, my proposition wa« distinctly qualified by th^ re- 
mark that such an act should not be regarded by us as com- 
promiting any of the essential principles of truth, to which we 
respectively give in our adherence. What then could you 
fear if you had never claimed to be the only authorized Min*. 
later of GkK) in thia place? Or did you think an exchange 
would ^^ compromit the essential pointT^ The truth is, you 
have no as^tisfactory reason to give, and so you content yoi^r-^ 
self with abusing every body as " weak and silly,'* who for^ 
sooth, will not believe you without a rea^fcm. 

17. As I have already told you why I invited you to an 
exchange of pulpits, I will notice your second suppositioa 
about pleasing your people, &c., merel(y for its own sake, t 
presume your people can speak for themselves on a question 
of this kind There are indeed, I trust, intelligent men 
and women among them, and I have been very much affected 
by the eulogy you have paid them. It is no more than you 
owe them to e^diibit towards them every token of your gra-. 
titude. They have made every sacrifice for you ; they haves 
atood by you in all your troubles, and are no doubt ready to 
Ao it again. But when you talk about " the great majority 
of your people coming to Church to worship God, as thoj 
members of the body of Christ," &c., it seems to me you da 
nothing to raise you in the estimation of your friends. You. 
induce in a fulsome flattery at the expense of violating their 
oonaciences and sacrificing the truth. " The great majority 
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of yout people members of the body of Christ !" when you 
told me yourself that you had only about twenty male com- 
miinica^ts 1 If these are ** a great majority of your people/* 
then your parish is much ismaller than I thought it was. I 
think, howeverj I know nlany members of your congregation 
who would be really shocked if you were to tell them they 
are true Christians ; and if this is the way you deceive them, 
-^if you flatter them to believe they have a good' estate, 
when their oWn consciences tell them they have not, you are 
certainly " a blind leadei* of the blind," and both will be in 
danger of falling into the ditch. Most of your congregation 
have not been so taught in their earliel: days, and they are 
not, be assured, so bigoted as you would have it imagined. 
And from my understanding of their feelings and viewi?, I am 
Willing to risk the assertion here, that you may go td the 
most candid and intelligent among them and they will frankly 
tell you that they do not believe the distinctive claims of your 
Church to be supported by dny exclusive divine r^ht I You 
cannot make them think there is any peculiar sanctity in a 
house built of stone over oiie built of wood, and many of them 
I havel no doubt would blilith to be caught pronbuncitig the 
Sentiment you have had the discourtesy to impute to them. 
I heartily I'edpond to all you have said about yotii* people, 
80 far as the eulogy is merited and just. There ate matiy 
among them Who,, though kind and genei*ous, nevertheless 
feel and acknowledge that they are not Christians, for whom I 
Sincerely hope that God may appear, by giving " them repent-* 
itace to the acknowledging of the truth**' And 1 do, more- 
over, most sincerely wish that you, my friend, may not bd 
found tampering with their moral sensibilities, persuading them 
of safety, while it is afar off, teaching them that Watef-baptism 
is regeneration-^that the Bishop will take care of their soub; 
ttnd they have nothing to do but to take care of their bodies^ 
deceiving them With your notions of the right of private judg- 
ment, tiie Apostolical Succession, the nature of the Lord'ii 
Supper, and all your High Church Puseyite and Papal dog» 
Was! In such a course you will find everything in the king- 
dom' of Christ rebuking you, both in heaven and ori earth* 
Have a care then, how yoti discharge your I'esponsibilities io 
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your flock, and be not found at the last, with the blood of 
their souls in your skirts ! 

18« In your third supposition you speak of my making the 
proposition to find oiit what you would say to it, &c. It is 
true I desired to hear what you would say to it, because I 
knew it would either reveal your true feelings and position, 
or throw you into a quandary from which you could not ex* 
tricate yourself at all. You have at length fallen into the 
very snare which your own doctrines exactly furnish you. 
While attempting to flounder from an ''awkward predica- 
ment," you plunge into another more "awkward" still. 
You say you have no objections to your pulpit being occupied 
by me " in full canonicals, with gown and bands I" This 
then appears to be ^n essential element of your devotion. 
Truth would not be truth, worship would Hot be worship, 
without I were bandaged up like an Egyptian mutomy, or a 
wight from Lapland! I suppose you must of course lay 
great stress on thi^ old trumpery of hoary colleges, and the 
man of sin ! 

: But there are three conditions which I must fulfil before I 
can attain to this felicity. I must satisfy you that I have 
renounced my errors — that I have had Sufficient instruction, 
and that I have been episcopally ordained* My dear friend, 
why will you be so cruelly exacting? "Errors!" How 
know you that I have any, save those which are comprised 
in the imperfections of our common humanity ! I hope you 
do not intend, in addition to all your other pretensions, to 
assume towards me the relation of a father confessor I And 
if not, why insist on your first condition before exchanging 
with me? In regard to being "sufficiently instructed," it 
strikes me that your oral lectures will decide this point If 
you are ordinarily faithful and do not wander from the sub- 
ject in hand, I should judge you might bring the thing about 
in a ^reasonable space of time. But I admonish you that you 
must preserve your dignity as my Professor. ' You must not 
fly into pets, and get excited, and run off on foreign and irre- 
levant subjects, and then refuse to instruct me if I do not feel 
inclined to follow you to Botany Bay or the Man in the 
Moon, or wherever else in this universe you may deem it 
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desirable to betake yourself. So when you have played this 
comedy long enough you will probably say you are satisfied, 
and insist no more on your second condition. Touching my 
'' ordination/' I don't know but 1 shall have to say I shall 
take no pains to ease your mind on this point I rather think 
it will be better for me to make a ^tand' here, and tell you 
Tight out that I dont think that your ''episcopal ordination 
or consecration'^ is any better than that of some other deno* 
minations that I have heard of. So if you exchange with 
me you will be obliged to waive your third condition, and 
exchange with me as I now am, on your own responsibility. 
What say you to this 1 You must do it, or else acknowledge 
what you profess to deny, namely^ that you regard yourself 
as the only scripturally authorized Minister of God in this 
place. Give me, I demandx)f you, another reason for your 
refusal, which may not be regarded as arrant trifling, and I 
^U yield the point. Until then I shall make no scruple t0. 

press home upon you the oflfensive and odious dogma of your 

ministerial assumption. 
18. Then comes your text on blindness, to which I haVd 

ventured to add the heads of a discourse that I am ready to 

deliver in your pulpit, to your people, whenever you wiU 

stand aside. 

. L' Whereas I was blind, or partially so^ I now see much 

more clearly the bigotry and dogmatism of Prelatioal Epis^ 

OOpacy. 
It Whereas I was blind or partiteilly so, I now see ho^ 

idle is the dream of Prelatists about their Apostolic Succelh 

«on. 
m. Whereas I was blind or partially so, I now clearly see 

bow fast they are tending towards Romanism. 
IV. Whereas I was blind or partially so, I now see the 

utter inadequacy of my instructor to give me the information 

Idesired« 

INFERENCES. 

1* We see from this subject what a painful sight has been 
opened up before me. 

' :^ We see that blindness is sometimes more desirable than 
virion. 

15 
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a. We see hoW unhappy it is for the teachers of prelacy 
to uncover its deformity to the light. 

• 4. The dictate of wisdom is to eschew it altogether. 

5l All discreet persons are desired to have nothing to dO' 
with it. ' . 

1 Don't you think I have kept close by my text T 

• Now having shown you to what advantage your protege 
will appear in his opening discourse to your people, add also 
what a recommendation it will be to yourself as an instruc* 
tbr, I beg leave to assure you that I have no personal in'- 
terests to promote. I do not stand in any supplicating mood 
at your pulpit door, begging you to let mo in, or supposing 
that my fortunes would be made were you to admit me. 
Th6re are other places in the world besides " your pulpit" 
It was not for vanity, or ambition^ or a desire for display that 
my invitation was given* Many of your people, if no^ alt of 
therd, have already heard me. If it is any consolation to ycMt/ 
you may know that they are not afraid of the " Presbyterian 
Meeting House," as their frequent presence at my serviceti 
fally indicates. The attentions they have paid me are cer- 
tainly gratifying ; and though I do not suppose they think 
either of us the greatest of men, still I have much mistaken 
them if they would not be most happy to see us preaching in 
eiach other's pulpits, as a public act of brotherly recognition. 
Again, in my invitation I desired to promote and carry out 
what you have professed to be so anxious about yourself. 
You have manifested great solicitude for the benefit of reli- 
gion, and for the harmony of our respective congregations, 
and also for our mutual friendship. How much do you -^up* 
pose your letter of Jan. 11th will contribute to these objects? 
But my proposal is precisely adapted to accomplish theffl. 
Had you been really sincere, would you not have acquiesced 
in the arrangement instead of setting your wits to work to 
see how much contempt you could cast upon the whole sub^ 
ject? 

Besides, an exchange would tend to revive in your people 
the associations of other days — associations now I fear sought 
to be destroyed by your un\^ise and unworthy eitbrts to 
obliterate from their recollections the instructions of theit 
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ehUdhpod. You mu9t remember thut i]Q09t of. lyoiir pecqide 
were not once Episcopalians, and Jrom v>fMei>er causes. Uiey 
.have teen gathered around you, -they have not, I trust, alto- 
gether lost the memories of other times, and the halloMred 
influence of a Puritan instruction. You must remember, too, 
that you yourself have not always possessed that haughty, 
supercilious spirit which leads you now to talk to me of 
♦^ renouncing my errors" on the subject of Church poliiy. 
Coasider that this is only so much evidence of your dep^^rtmie 
from that simple and humble temper which ought to charac- 
terize you as a Gospel minister. These dirs of 4o^titi$m 
exhibit only so many mile-stones which mark ypur.rjapid 
'flight to Rome. And if you should ever be brought \o .yp»r 
.sena^s— if you should ever return from your wanderings — if 
you should ever know again the luxury of a true Christian 
liberality — if you should ever lay aside your maskof Prelati- 
eal; assumption, and appear in the character of* an humble, 
..evangelical minister of God, willing to fellowship thosiQ who 
have as much authority as yourself, then perhaps the \\^f^ 
, dxchange will be effected. We " shall see eye to eye," and 
you will enter into a ** Presbyterian Meeting House," Wt 
indeed' as I am informed you have recently done, receiving 
courtesies which you are too bigoted to return, but as ik»to:a 
jiouse of worship and a House of God, where you can preach 
t^e Gospel of the ever blessed Redeemer, free from the tram- 
. mels of a usurping Hierarchy, and without losing the fav^pr 
.p( your own people, or being driven frojn the town ! MTbisn 
that time arrives, as you have taken the lead in su^^tiog 
te^ts, Wiill you allow; me to select a passage for your . first 
#M509rse7 

**)Pehold hqw gopd and how pleasaiU it is for. brethren to 
dwell together in unity." 

But if you will still persist in your exclusiveness and arro- 
,.g^nce— 4f you will insist upon it that I am blind, and Xh^i 
.ypu ippst iustriJict roe a little more before you will .exchai^ge 
\?itli ine,, then there are some items which are quite ; impor-^ 
taot to be vmderstood, and that you may dispatch the miratcle 
, of reatariogme to sight as soon as possible, I will liere add 
jpme passives of Sc^iptute on which it would stiit me 
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amaiiiQgly/ if you woald deliver 9 series of discourses at 
your earliest conveniencd. 

For the introductory you might take the passage in Rev* 

9: 2, — ^'Thou hast tried them which say they are Apostlefi, 

. and are not, and hast found them Kar«/' — under which you 

might show that your Bishops pretend to be the successors 

of the Apostles, and that although they say they are Apostles 

• and «re not^ still they are not liars^ as the sacred writer as* 
sorts them to be. I am informed that you are peculiarly 
skilful in subjects of this nature, and it would furnish a fine 
field for hair-splitting casuistry. 

For the second sermon you might take 1st Tim, 1 : 4, in con- 
nection with Tit. 8: 9, — ^* neither give heed to fables and endr- 
less genealogies, which minister questions, — But avoid foolish 
questions and genealogies." Under which you might shoi¥ 
that although the Apostle expressly deprecates the idea of a 
lineal succession, and tells you you will be likely to have 
questions asked you about it which you cannot satisfactorily 
Answer, still your doctrine of Apostolic Succession, whereiq 
you pretend to trace your own line of ordination, step by 
step, and man by man, back to the Apostles^ and yet can riot 

' do iff is an exceedingly comely and profitable tM^gj ^Pf^ls %q 

-be foisted in upon every occasion. 

For the third discourse you might preach from Mark ©1 

-88, — "Master, we saw one casting out devils in thy name, 
•and we forbade him, beceiu&e.hefollowet/inottDith us.^^ Un-r 

• der which you can expatiate at large on the delightful theme 
of Church exclumeness I 

These little items, if they could be cleared up to nay mind, 
would indeed aflbrd me " a great deal of light and • instruct 
- tion," and help the mhracle of my restoration to sight astound- 
ingly. 

One word before parting with this branch of the* subject 
' You seem to think it is excuse enough for not exchangi&g 
with me, that you belong to such a Church as you do. You 
say I might as well have asked you to walk out of town, 
for neither your people nor your Bishop would tolerate it a 
moment Why then do you stay in such a Church? I 
WQUld advise you to quit it as sooa as possible.' Come, apf 
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lilEe a mto once in your life. C<Hne out and embrace' the triie 
freedom of the Gospel. You have a great many acquaintance 
that will respect you for it Come out at once, my friend. 
Don't be bound up any longer with your feet fast in the stocks 
of Prelacy, and your back exposed to the lashes of Diocesan 
ire! Come out into the free air and glad sunshine df.thie 
Christian liberahty and Catholicism ! 

19. Then comes your sneer at the " Prcsbyteiriaii Fathers!;" 
from whose ancient faith you have departed, as a wayward 
. and rebellious son, having arrived at such a pitch ofPrelatical 
hardihood that you can now stand over their ashes,, and lun- 
lilushingly deUver addresses and homilies in dishonor of the 
Furitan^. 

" Thus traitors to their native creed, 

For rank apostate dogmas plead, 

With upstart zeal abuse the old 

Their n&w religion to uphold !" 

i much fear it is with you as a divine of this country once 
4aid in reply to the insolence of his High Church son : 
'* Young man, if when in your boyhood I had given you more 
earreclion and less reproof, you would not have lived to insult 
your father to his face I" You facetiously charge the Pres- 
byterians with having separated from the Church on inade- 
<juate grounds, and c^U on me to repent of their sin ! This is 
capital ! ! Dear Professor, where did you get this infonha- 
^Qnl Can you not be witty but at the expense of historical 
accuracy ? A joke not founded in fact is little worth, and- 1 
shall have to set down what you have been pleased to say 
about '^the separatJon of the Presbyterians," and "perma- 
nent union on principle," and my " repenting of their sin," 
and my feeling a kind of remorse until I do, by the side of 
your blunders about the translators of the Bible, and Matthias 
and your Prayer Book, and the early history of the English 
Church. You talk of ** the separation" of the Presbyterians, 
and their defence of the same. What do you conceive the 
transaction which gave birth to your Church [to |have been t 
Was it separation or reformation? Have you ever read the 
history of the times of Henry VII1 1 Was it not a sepataiion 
when that villainous monarch, baffled in his passion by >Gle- 
p^ent VII, maliciously tore from the body of Rofoe het Edg- 
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liflh limb, and assumed the ecclesiastical sovere^nty hmw^y 
: witli the countenance of the parliament and people ? Was it 
.not a B^parationy when for this act of the implacable Henry, 
there went forth at length from the Vatican, the voice of 
excommunication, and the thunders of the Pope doomed the 
' island of Britain to perpetual destruction? If you will go to 
facts, you shall see that your Church was an egg hatched in 
the nest of a Ubertine's lusts, many years after the light, of the 
oreal reformation dawned upon the continent Yet you pre- 
tend that your Church did not separate but only reformed h! 
-Heave you to draw afresh your distinctions between ^epaxu' 
^tion and reformalion. Here too allow me to give you alittle 
piece of advice, — ^never exhort any man to repent of the sin 
of not being a member of your Church till you can get rid of 
your old god-father, Henry VIII, and prove distinctly that 
your Church polity, is more than three hundred years old ! 

In connection with this subject you have been pleased to 
: add a stupid newspaper article, whose chief merits are-its 
length and its latin. It contains in fact a Romish argument, 
and I should not much wonder if the author of it might .i^^n 
be in d^e embraces of the harlot herself! All that kind of 
patronaget and supervision which the upstart Church of Eng- 
land may affect in her vanity and self-conceit to cast ov^r 
.Protestant denominations, may be applied to her a fortiori by 
the Church of Rome, So all I say at present upon the print- 
ed scandal appended to yovii' epistle is, nopiine fHutanjLt^ \^q 
; tiae story to. yourself. 

•90. -Then comes that portion of yaur letter .\yhich jus jip- 

.tendedias a reply to my public challenge. I tjiink you;,h^ye 

Jiere confessed your difficulties, and retreated from the popi- 

> lidai to. which I have driven you, in the most ingenious manner 

I possible for a man in your '^awkward" circumstances. Ypu 

f have then it seems, in former times, been allowed, to .paake 

/exclusive pretensions, vdthout being called upon to sui^tain 

them, and you hope that your privileges may be contipji^d. 

Doubtless it is almost too presumptuous for any man tq qvi^s- 

tion your assupaptions, or put you upon the task of provipg 

; them. It must of course be a great deal easier foi: you to 

make merry with your friends over your own wit in eva4ing 
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it, than to nieet and publicly settle the question I pot you. 
Upon this point, however, the utmost stretch of your inge^^- 
ncdty will not relieve you a single iota. All your subsequent^ 
glorification over the "one opinion about your authority to 
preach," &c. — about your own serious and sober opinion to* 
this effect, &c., can do you no good whatever. It is not in 
tWs tray that you, my good friend, are to be allowed to cover 
up ** the true point at issue." For first, upon the question &i 
factj Are you a truly authorized Minister at all t The people 
may think, and you may think that you are, and yet it may 
be a great mistake. You must remember that this appeal to' 
the popular opinion is often employed to hide the grossest fallar* 
dtes ; you must consider that the fact of your being a duly 
authorized Minister of the Gospel is not to be determmed by 
piibKc rumor, but by the proper credentials. But in tfie 
^cond place, suppose the people do believe you to be a Min- 
iatety on what grounds do thep entertain this belief? On the 
#sune grounds on which' your own belief rests, or on othevsi 
ttiore rational and consistent! This n the qiustioTf^ and ft' 
brings you right back again to " the uncomfortable powtion"' 
in which you were placed at the beginning. You not bnly 
assume to be a Minister of God, but you assume also that the 
grounds on which you rest your authority are the only^ 
grounds warranted by the Word of God--^that the groundsi 
0^ which other denominations base their ideas of ministerial 
authority are not supported by the Bible — that your ideas 
idone' are the only proper ideas of what should constitute th0 
credentials of a Gospel Minister. You claim to be such $i 
Minister. The people in their charity recognize your office^ 
dad then you turn about and attempt to take advantage of 
ihis admission to prove your exclusive title to this office I 
Now will it be conceded that because you claim to be a Mm--, 
ister at all, therefore you have a right to claim that you ard 
ike only Minister in this place 1 This is the broad distinction 
at ivhich the people are to look. The questioti plainly ds^ 
Ar6 you the only scrip turally authorized Minister of God 
amoiig us ? I have given you an opportunity.to meet it be*- 
tore thfe public. Do you think your delinquency can bef 
covered up by the trickery of a sentence " full of sound sig* 
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nifying nothing t" Your allusion to the " Barebwie's Parlia- 
ment" was unfortunate, there being no appropriatenesisinit as 
I can discover, unless you meant tp say that were it " new 
in session," you should, being a legitimate member of it, in- 
troduce a bill upon the subject of our public discussion, which 
if it succeieded, would determine you to accept my challenge* 
I am somewhat suspicious that in this historical reference you 
have been about as happy as you were in your statements of 
the history of the English Church previotis to the times of 
Henry VIII. Do you really know, my friend, what the 
** Barebone's Parliament" was, or have you confounded it 
with the Long Parliament 1 

21. Then there is your statement of doubts about Presby*- 
terian ordination, particularly my doubts about it, and your 
advice that I should let your authority alone, and attend to 
my own. What ! are you weary of instructing me alrfeady 1 
My questions seem to have had some such effect upon you as 
the three bowls of tepid Water produced upon th^ verdaot 
Gbilgress man. He thought it better that sotfiebody else 
i^ould drink the remainder, and sent the fourth bowl to a 
gentleman across the way. Your "ideas on this subjeot 
seem to be very crooked." You are the most singular 
teacher I ever knew. Every now and then you Will be 
thrusting into your instructions Some foreign and irrelevant 
matter. Is it because the subject of Prelacy is so intrinsically 
barren^ or because you have fallen into a dozcy and ar^ mutr 
tering dreamily a confused jargon of old impressions made 
upon your youthful mind, mingled with those later notiona 
which you have imbibed and cherished, to the shame of yoQT 
knanhood 7 Did you not set out with a promise to instruct 
me as to the grounds of your own ministerial authority 1 Did 
you not in every way express your desire that I might be led 
to embrace " the Catholic truth," as you call it f Why then 
suddenly vault away to something else 1 Why wish to direct 
my attention from the "true point at issue 1" This is a 
l^iece of legerdemain truly worthy of a Jesuit I But my 
dear Professor, it will not succeed. Your arts are discover- 
ed. You mttst keep to the origindl subject^ or " the public 
will have just reason to complain." 
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2fl, Your gracidus and ptudetit resolution to have no mote 
Written correspondence with me on any of these subjects;. 
This sounds very odd after the express understandliig thht 
you were to receire a reply to your letter of Jan. lltft; 
Mowevet- you have the power ; you have made *♦ a jJedge 
trith all the firmness you can command/' and though it ought 
*• to take two to break a bargain/' stiJl you will on th>s point 
doubtless do as you like . I reluctantly submit^ beciatis^ I think 
a little further ■* friendly correspondence" would be of greit 
service to you. But if you Will refuse, then you wilU I at^' 
tribute this not so much to the reason you have assigned 
about it^ effect on the impartiality of my mind, as td yoar 
consciorit indbility to nrlaintain yourself in a iVritten corre»* 
pondence. It is on this account doubtless a discreet ** pledge'* 
that yoti have made. Blunders iti black and White do not 
appear ts well as when simply uttered viva voce^ in the pri^' 
vacy of your i^tudy 1 

%S. Your remarks abdut the publication of the 0(»r4spota- 
dence* Certainly you have a tight to publish it, with pit>peif 
«plattatiotis, at any time and in any manner you iriajr thitik 
bei§t, tend I shall lay "no legal injunctions" upon you. t 
daim the sarfte right, and since you by your own oonfetfi^OH, ' 
**did not take the trouble to write out all the referidmies to 
your books," I do hot think that labor " in honoi*" belong^ 
to me^ Books already published need not be poblisbed ovet*- 
again, "The references'' shall be accurately published, and 
then the public can consult them at leisure. 

You seem still to stickle for the relation of Instructor' aJ!i^ 
pupil, as though this would make a vast diflfdrence Iprith the 
publid in their judgment of the real merits of our discudskMl. 
Good Professoi*, do not be alaritoed! You t^ball bb duly" 
recogckized as suchy and I as your scholar within all prapMi:^ 
limits. No one may dispute the nominal relation. lYhifih 
of us has been rml/i/ instructed, " the public" must Jodgi^ 
from what had passed between us« 

24* Your last paragraph about my relieving you ttom y6Uf 

duties, &c., might have been wholly spared if you hail beeit 

c»ijlrt6ouri ^ough to have received my letter k>{ 3&h. leiSui} 

I have no di8{>asiti<Mi to give you «ip. I b^v« iAxMsw^ y^ 

10 
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to a public discussion-^I iiave invited you to an exchange of 
pulpits-^l have urged you to continue the written corres~ 
pondence — ^I have attended upon your oral lectures — I have 
driven you into every corner, and from every subterfuge — I 
have redeemed all my pledges with you — and I still stand 
pledged to give you no ordinary task so long as. you have 
strength, time, or materials for the work whereto I have- 
summoned you. I am glad, therefore, thjft you think me so 
'^ promising," and I have no doubt I shall be able to sustain 
my reputation to the last. 

25. I will here notice some of your " special pleadings," 

A. Your intimation that I commenced the correspondence, 
as if the journal you sent me had nothing to do T/ith it. 

B. Your imputation that "I was offended." This will 
scarcely agree with the sugar you put in your first commu- 
nications« Then you seemed to think me quite an amiable 
person. 

C. Your ideas of nobleness and magnanimity. You cannot 
gain anything to your cause upon this score. People will 
have very little sympathy for you so long as you set up in 
this community to have exclusive ministerial authority— ^deny 
official courtesy to others as well accredited as yoursQlf — 
look upon other Churches as " schismatics," and their ordi- 
nances and services as ''unwarranted." If this is your no- 
bleness and magnanimity, is it for you thus to^ cry out in dis- 
tress, when you are pressed for the proofs of your com- 
mission so to lord it over the Christian heritage ! Proh 
pvdarll 

D. The exhortation to meekness and docility 1 Ay, ,you 
have me there I by which you intend I suppose nothing more 
or less than a perfect stupor of intellect, a complete swallow- 
ing up into your own mind and will. Thus everything you 
say, whether proved or not, is to be received without exami- 
nation, as the unquestionable truth. This is no doubt a hap- 
py qualification in all the pupils of Prelatists. It is the grand 
principle of the society of the Jesuits, and makes it very easy 
for the Instructor. All he has to do is to open his mouth in 
the parables of. the Hierarchy, and his. disciple must be 
enlightened and instructed as a matter of course. 
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E. Tben thore is your man with " his face wa«hed;"-*«by 
which if you mean the Church of England, I should not think 
it would hurt her to wash her. face agaim, at least till the staina 
of Prelacy are gone. Does it destroy "your face" as yon 
call it, to wash it twicej first from the crock of Papacy, and 
then from that of Prelacy f " The face" would be there still, 
and look more,. I opine, a3 it did in apostolic times 1 The 
illustration is a capital one I 

F. Then there is your "turning the Church of God into a 
Presbyterian Meeting House I" Ah, whence this folly? 
You remember, the ancient maxim, " Quem vult Deus," ^cT 
How could you my friend, in all matters of Christian charity 
and ministerial courtesy, and especially after your loud pfo^' 
fessioQS of these things^ so condemn yourself in a single sen* 
tence ] The expression is too barefaced to leave a doubft 
upon the insincerity of your apparent reject for other deno- 
minations, as such. So long as this invidious remark, which 
h^s not even the recommendation of wit to redeem it, remains 
against you, you need expect but little regard from this com^ 
munity whom you have been pleased to honor with the com- 
plimentary sentiment, " weak headed, men and silly women I" 
You really think then, that Church edifices consecrated by 
your Priesthood, have such eminent grace that it would not 
do to let a Presbyterian clergyman into them, for fear the 
grace should vanish from the' walls, and the sanctuary become 
a plain building of timbers and mason work, like others 
around it 1 And why will not the grace work the other way 
as well ] May not a priest who should venture to preach in 
a " Presbyterian Meeting House," lose all the charm with 
which he was endowed by the Prelate who ordained him ? 
If so you will be obliged. to get re-charged with the Prelatical 
virus before you can be prepared lawfully to exercise your 
ministerial functions. 

G. You mention your unwillingness to discuss with one of 
your own students of Divinity 1 What I afraid of your pupil, 
when you first suggested to him the idea of a public discus*^* 
siont Did ever master stand in such awe of his scholar 
before t You do me honor overmuch, or else you have snifili 
confidence in your own pretensions. 
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H. Then comes your putting my hand to the plough ; hy 
which you mean I suppose, that I have put the plough in so 
deep that it is rather hard for Onderdonk and yourself to 
•tart it. 

I. Then your final promise not to fight nor run, but still to 
ttistruct. Whatever your conduct may be in future, certain 
it is that you have hoXh fought and rurij going I fancy on the 
safe principle that 

" He who fights and runs sway, 
Will live to fight another day !" 

You still adhere to the oral lectures, as in your judgment 
aflfording a fine rust through which to retrieve all your other 
failures. Indeed you seem to look upon them as the very 
chef (TtBuvre of your polemical tactics ! Long live the Oral 
Lectures ! ! ! 

26. I now come to your Presbyterian portrait and solilo- 
quy. To your undoubted talent for farcical operations I 
touch my hat. I was not aware before of your powers of 
mimicry and description. The shade of Grimaldi must, T 
have no doubt, be mightily pleased, could the news be car- 
ried to him that another son of genius has appeared to the 
world, to perpetuate his art, and to keep alive the spirit of 
Momus among mankind. Nay, old Loyola himself, if it were 
possible, would smile from his mouldy cerements to behold a 
son of "/Ac Church'^ in these latter ends of the world^ 
achieving so great a coup de main^ and carrying by buffoon- 
ery what he cannot carry by sober fact. Now let us turn to 
the analysis of the picture, — 

" The Presbyterian on the anxious seat !" 

We infer that anxious seats have got into the private study 
of an Episcopal parson. Well done ! We knew not before 
that this alteration had been made. " Anxious seats" adopt- 
ed by the prelatical clergy I Here is one symptom we hope, 
of a return to spiritual Christianity, and the orthodoxy of St. 
Paul. Thank you for the information, and trust that your 
notion of regeneration and salvation by water baptism, may 
be driven out by the Spirit, indicated in the fact that you are 
beginning to have anxious seats among you. 
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NoN^ for tlie soliloquy. How admirably have you put into 
the pQouth of your imaginary gentleman the sentiments you 
have not courage to speak yourself. You make him thrust 
in again doubts about his ordination. This is fancy-work in 
good eai^nest, and much easier business than to prove your 
distinctive Church claixns. Very likely in this case, '*the 
Avish was father to the thought," and being just now very much 
troubled about your own ordination, you could readily imar 
gine a gentleman about your stature quite at his wit's end on 
this important subject. Then you make him talk about his- 
tory's being a strange thing, and few people know much 
ft. Ah! Br. Bolles, this discloses how uncomfortable you 
are. The truth ib people know too much about it to allow 
for a moment your arrogant assumptions, or swallow down 
your apostolic succession. Then you make him talk about 
the manuscripts of Scripture, a most clear and conclusive 
illustration of the insolence of Prelacy. Then you make him 
pay a beautiful compliment to yourself in the intimation that 
yop are standing in the way of somebody — ^as though you did 
stand in thewayt)f anybody here! Really, your egotism 
my friend, reminds one of the man whom Coleridge tells us 
of, who had so much of this commodity that when he spoke 
0f himself he always took off his hat ! ! ! Then you make him 
talk of a fight, of sending the journal, of the first shot, of the 
horrible predicament in which he finds himself, reciting to the 
very man who stands in his way ! What an awful fix your 
Presbyterian must be in, standing beneath the shadows of 
such colossal greatness. How he must feel under the influ- 
ence of the freezing dignity of the personage beneath whose 
august, instinictions he, poor soul, lies crushed and over- 
whelmed. How his people must pity him ! What will they 
say, sure enough ! I 

We will now turn to the other side, where the counterpart 
will appear. We here behold a studio, on the door of which 
is posted the following placard in large letters :— 

" Polemical Pedagogue — Professor of Priestly genealogies, 
who will explain to all persons that are meek and humble, 
end not too inquisitive^ the mysteries of these things." Then 
looking inside the door,, we behold the veritable Professor 
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himself indulglDg in "the reflections of his own mind/' and 
speaking somewhat after the following manoer : — 

Ap I the only scripturaljy ordaiped mipister in this! pl?ice 
or ^m I not f That's the qupstiop. Sqmc say I ^m* but the 
vast majority say I am riot. If I am, then I Qan tr^ce my 
line of ordination back to the apostles, §tep by step and man 
l?y man. !lf I wnot, then there are other scripturally or- 
dained ministers here too, and I am in a very bad predicament 
in denying their authority and settipg up my own. But is 
there an unbroken h'ne of ordainers from myself back to the 
Apostles ] Ay, there's the rw^, Vm sure I never have seea 
it, and I'm afraid no body else ever did. I w^onder what peo- 
pie will think about this point when the; correspofideace 
comes to be published ! Hum I ha 1 I wi^h I could cover up 
this tracing my succession. It does look so glaringly assump* 
tive even to myself. They tell me there are breaks in my 
chain, and I cannot deny it. How I have exposed my pre- 
latical pretensions ! I have sexit a journal ta Mr. S- JIow 
unlucky it was! Alas ! alas! if it had not been for tW?^ I 
should still have continued to enjoy ** the fat slurjpbers. of th^ 
Church" without molesta^tion. Ah, what a dreadful mistake ! 
I thought he would receive it not only as act of courtesy, bjia 
as a mark of genuine taste. But he hai^ read the bpok» and 
now wants me to explain it^ phrases. Why did'nti t^U him 
at the outset that I'd havenothing to dof with it ? Ah me, I 
commenced a regular correspondence with bjm. I thoogbt 
to overwhelm him with our books of magic. But it daunts. 
him not! Re still follow,s ^me with questions which I most 
try to dispose of in some way. He ba^. shpwn up my bkm- 
ders e v^n^^/bjp thaf t Jmve b^underad cannot b9 denied ! Ob, 
m,is9rat>le, what if begets m^ intp a written discussion, sa 
that I can neither answer nor withdraw— what will my peo- 
ple think to see n^e in this condition ? W.bat shall I do? 

rU.turn pedagogue— get him dowa here alone, and then 
nobody will know what is. sai/4 or done. Thank tbe. stars for 
m^wit! But first let me overwhelm him. with a mass of 
questions which will mate him think I am very wise, put a 
stop to the written correspondiJOce, for fve had enough of 
that, and when I ge; him here I can domieefir over him as 
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anr Instructor, and nobody will know but that ho is studying 
to take orders. A lucky thought ! 

I have proposed his coming — I have volunteered to instruct 
him.. He has taken me up. Here again I am at my wits* 
end. If he asks me questions how can I answer him ] I have 
little ground to stand upon in reality, but I'll worry him with 
these melancholy volumes upon these dusty shelves I Yet 
he will keep sending me letters. This will look bad. I must 
end it some way. I have refused two of them already. It 
grieves, me to be so hard put to it as this. 

But stop — ^I thought to frighten him by^'intimating the pos- 
sibility of a public discussion. Even this does not trouble 
him. He has formally challenged me 1 What can I do 1 I. 
dare not appear with my claims and my arguments before the 
good people of Batavia ! Oh, that unfortunate journal I Oh, 
these contemptible authors and books of mine ! Oh, for the 
good old days when the priesthood were not required even to 
learn to read, much less to rack their brains in defence of 
"<Ae CAicrcA," when the dungeon and the fagot silenced all 
objections, and left a conviction of her authority as profound 
as the grave 1 

. My "host of writers" are good for nothing to help me out 
of this fix. I am more unfortunate than FalstafF himself. 

"If I be not asl^amed of my soldiers I am a soused garnet, 
* * * And now my whole charge consists of ancients, 
corporals, lieutenants, gentlemen of companies, slaves as 
ragged as Lazarus in the painted cloth, and such as indeed 
were never soldiers, but discarded unjust serving-men, 
younger sons to younger brothers, revolted tapsters, and 
ostlers trade-fallen, the cankers of a calm world and a long 
peace | * * * No eye hath seen such scare-crows. Fll: 
not march through Coventry with 'em — that's flat !" 

But I must do something. Ah, now my wit returns again t 
ril calmly sink behind my dignity as an Instructor, as the suii 
often descends behind the gorgeous clouds ! Nor will I allow 
my repose to be broken again by letters from this son of a 
Puritan (oh, how I hate the race 1) Then I can put what 
construction I please on the whole matter. Of my wit ^and 
ipy.cunning^ I can keep up the flourish of trumpets^ while my: 
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blunders shall find a tomb on which this inscription shaHJ^bd 
written : — 

" Requiescant in pace'f' 
And thus will I retrieve the ancient honors of my priesth<}od, 
and re-establish the dynasty of the Old Man of the Tiber ! ! ! f 

After what has now been offered, you must begin to sed/ 
my friend, that it is exceedingly unprofitable for yoti to at* 
tempt a vindication of your ministerial position, by rodottiOD-' 
tade alone. Prom the topics you have chosen to exhibit, and 
your manner of treating them, one would suppose that you 
Were determined to evade *• the true issue," and since yotf 
(Sould do no better, to substitute Usaertion for argum^^ 
f aillety for reason. For myself I do not speak of thiB csoifl- 
plainingly^ fof , slmused with your ingenuity, I have at the sttittd 
time been strudk with the tendency of the human mind to 
resort to expedients to relieve itself from " an awkward pM* 
dicament,'^ and with the analogies of the same prindple fnt** 
mshed us in the tribes of lower animals. This propenrity i^ 
io clearly exemplified in your communication as to remiiMl 
one of a certain ^s A, which is provided with an ink4>dg fot 
defence, and Which when hard pressed, opens this ihk^t)ag, 
discolors the waters, and so eludes pursuit And thil 
you tell us expressly is " after the fashion of an authorized 
parson." 

That a gentleman of your general bhrewdness should, In 
iluch relatiott« and upon such a subject, have so much eiposed 
himself to i^dvere criticism, requires an explanation of no 
trivial character. I can now see, as I think, a good realroil 
for yottr unwillingness to iSend me your last communication, 
Add your desire to read it to me in the privacy of your study. 
You must have been conscious that the greatest porticm of it 
was unworthy of yourself, and could not merit a reply. And 
Uie only apology that I have for reviewing it, is the danger 
that you and some of your particular friends might take oO^ 
ca^on to misconstrue and misrepresent my silence. I haM^ 
Ho ambition, however, to be thought capable of competitiort 
with you in this department While I remember what I owe 
to thfl character of a clergyman, and how little tdiimately," k 
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gs[ined to the cause of Christian trilth and charity by resort- 
ing to such arts. I shall ever cheerfully accord to you the 
meed of having worsted me in every kind of personal raillery. 
It will be sufficient for the purposes of this " friendly corres- 
pondence" if you alone have deemed it ndcessary to part with 
all that constitutes a courteous and high-toned investigation 
of the grave matters which lie before us. It has been my 
part simply to expose the apparent skilfulness of yoiir de** 
fences, not, be assured, in any spirit of unkindness or impa- 
tience, but rather with a feeling of regtet that your conduct 
should have required so thorough a chastisement. How far 
therefore this new style of yours comports with the dignity 
of your position as an Instructor, to say nothing of the supe* 
rior clerical character which you assume, is a question which 
after all I must leave you to determine. While I have been 
reluctantly drawn aside from the main purpose, through your 
unwholesome method of discussion, I shall still extend towards 
you all possible leniency of judgment, and hope also that the 
public may take into consideration your embarrassments on 

' " the true point at issue,'* as affording at least aoitie small pal- 
liation for the outrages you have committed upon the rules 

, of good sense and amicable debate. 

I intend in future, as far as possible to keep clearly in view 
the chief points of my present investigation, well persuaded that 
the public will take little interest in our merely personal ren-s 
counters, but will desire much to see the claims of your Church 
and ministry fairly discussed. And I rather imagine that after 
the laugh and the jeer excited by your production are over, 
men will readily sea through the finesse of its paragraphia, and 
will naturally turn to those more important and necfessary ques* 
tions, — ^What is truth ? Can Mr. B. satisfactorily prove to 
us that he really is, what he claims to be, the only authorized 
Minister of God in this place ? Can he show that thp kiijd 
of Episcopacy which he holds to and teaches is the only kind 
of Episcopacy warranted by the word of God 1 Can he show 
that his ideas of the offices in the Christian Church are the 
only true ideas, as represented in Holy Writ 7 Can he triace 
his own line of ordination, step by step, and man by niah. In 
a4irqct finbroken' chain back to the Apostles? ^ All thi^, he 
17 
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M a minister of the P. E. Church of these U. S*, profefWM 
and claims be is able to do. Can he do ill 

€)a this view of the subject, which is the first kgitinaate 
ooe for debate, I have the happiness to acknowledge your 
attempt for the first time, to answer in yonr own words, my 
** three original qi^stions.'* This is the very thing which "I 
have desired from the outstart. All your irrelevant matters^ 
particularly the personalities, might have been avoided^ had 
you seen fit to inform me in the beginning, what you jqr tme 
tfo believe and teach* I could have wished, it is true, that 
you had been in some respects more definite. Howovery/I- 
will proceed to the consideration of your opinions, believing^ 
that you have stated all that you deem ii prudent to state in. 
regard to these fundamental topics. 

L You say, — "We neither hold to Parochial nor Pre-: 
latical Episcopacy, in the odious sense of the latter term .5 
But the Episcopacy which we do hold Ls the same whichi 
was established by the Apostles, of which they were the firs^ 
Bishops, which was universally received for ftfteen centuries^; 
in the Christian Church, as we believe, without an excep** 
tion." 

You here make an assertion which it will be necessary tp. 
examine. With your usual prudence, I see, my friend, you 
have thrown in the saving clause, "a« we believe.^^ This is^ 
well^ for if you should find that facts do not support you> 
there will still be left the reliance of faith. You have na 
doubt reflected on the circumstance that men beiieve a gresit 
many things which are very foolish, and directly in the face 
of history and common sense. It will remain to be seei^ 
whether your belief on the subject of Episcopacy is of thif 
kindp 

You deny holding either to Parochial or to PrelaticjJ 
Episcopacy in any odious sense, but you aflSrm your posses- 
sion of Apostolic Episcopacy. In other words you pretend 
that the Episcopacy which you hold to is the only Episco- 
pacy established by the Apostles, the only Episcopacy war-» 
ranted in Scripture, and consequently thQ only Episcopacy 
which ^Ms binding on the conscience of Christian people." 

It is evident then from your own declaration that our- ^ 
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p^al mast be directly to the New Testament, A fait 'vAf 
to test your claims will be to compare your syistem of Epis- 
copacy With the Sacred Scriptures, if they coincide, yoiir 
views will be supported, if they do not coincide, your views 
•will appear " unwarranted" by the Word of God, and not of 
-any such divine institution as to be ^' binding on the con* 
science of Christian people." 

** Episcopacy" then is a term which you employ at the 
preaei^ day, to deoote in a general manner your fornl of 
Church Polity. In this polity you hold there are three orden 
4^ the ministry, and no more — ^Deacons, Priests, and Bishc^s^. 
It is the office of Deacons among other things to prench and 
hAptiz^, The Priests nvay preach, baptize, and administer 
the communion, but they cannot confirm or ordain. It is the 
lo&ce of the Bishops to preach, baptize, administer the com- 
munion^ confirm and ordain. In your Church the Bishops 
4u^ superior to the Priests in other powers and rights, beside 
those already named. One Bishop has jurisdiction over 
fnany single congregations or Churches. The Bishop is Pre- 
late or Governor of a Province or Diocese, while the Priest$ 
in that dtoeese are only Pastors of single congregations, and 
are amenable to their Bishop. An essential doctrine of your 
Church is that your Bishops at the present day hold precisely 
ifad same office that the Apostles held aa such, and that they 
liave derived its authority through a direct, unbroken line oiT 
4Hrdaiiiers-<«<»f men holding the sante office,, and exercising the 
flame functions as the original twelve Apostles, personally 
called by Christ himself which line of ordainers extends from 
ilte twelve down to the present day,, and /^ has Aever^ and can 
aev^ be broken."' You hold, in short, to the monarchical 
form of government in the Church, and pretend that it has 
beesi preserved and perpetuated unaltered^ from the tin>e9 of 
Christ, through- a lineal succession.. 

These are, if I mistake not, some of the more prominent 
features of that system of Church polity to which you hold, 
aaid which you designate by the term •* Episcopacy." Let 
.us now compare this system with the word of God, and see 
whether they coincide. 

l»t. Wlwre is your authority for three orders dS the 
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Christian ministry and no more ? Hear the language of In- 
spiration, 1st Cor., 12: 28, — "And God hath set some in the 
Church, first Apostles, secondarily, prophets, thirdly teachers, 
after that miracles, then gifts of healings, helps, governments^ 
diversities of tongues." Also in Eph, 4: 11, it is said, *' and 
he gave some apostles, and some prophets, and some evanr 
gelists, and some pastors and teachers." Here are at least 
ten different orders of officers in the Christian Ministry. 
But where is it ever said that there are only three and no 
more, and that these three are those at present existing in your 
Church 1 So on the first feature of your ** Episcopacy," we 
find that your views and the Bible do by no means coincide, 
«nd therefore your doctrine of the threefold ministry has nO 
divine warrant. 

You cannot evade this conclusion by saying that it lies with 
l«jual force against the Presbyterian or any other form of 
Church government. Another principle comes in to cut you 
pff* from any such resort. It is precisely this,-—" You are to 
establish the authority of your Church upon grounds inder 
pendent of other denominations. It is not enough for yo«, 
even if you could do this, to prove somebody eisis in the 
wrong, and then infer that/of Qourse you are in the right 
You might as well conclude that some infants are damned, 
because some adults are saved. The one would be about as 
logical as the other. Besides, this mode of reasoning is as good 
(gainst as for you. You have been a good deal perplexed 
already by not keeping the above principle clearly in view. 
What have you to do with the doctrines of other Churches 
while attempting to sustain your own ? 

. 2d. Where is your authoj-ity for Deacons to preach and 
baptize f It cannot be found in the Scriptures. This I have 
shown more clearly in a former letter. Hence the second 
feature of your " Episcopacy" falls to the ground, 
J 3d. .Where is. your authority for calling an prder of the 
,GosJ>eI Ministry "Priests]" No such terra is applied to 
Ahem in the Bible. I suppose you will say the term " Priest" 
is a contraction of the word " Presbyter," meaning Eldety 
and has the same signification. If so, then . " 

..4tJfc Where is. your authority for making a distinction 



between Presbyters and Bishops, as though they were twd 
separate orders of the Christian ministry? We know in 
direct opposition to this view, that in Apostolic times both 
these terms were applied to, and significant of one and the . 
same office. See Acts 20th chapter, 20-28 verses, where the 
Elders or Presbyters of Ephesus are directly called Overseers 
or Bishops. See also Tit. 1 : 7, where the same terms are 
used. By what authority then do you subject the Priests in 
ycMir Church to the jurisdiction of the Bishops 1 I venture to 
assert that this distinction has no foundation in the Word of 
God, and so another feature of your Episcopacy falls to the 
ground. 

5th. Where is your authority for making a Bishop the Pre- 
late or Governor of a Diocese or Province, thus giving him 
authority over many Churches or congregations, instead of k 
single one f There is no authority for this in the Bible* It 
cannot be shown that Bishops v^ere anything niore thah the 
Pastors of single congregations in apostolic times, as in Rome, 
Ephe«u€i, Philippi, Corinth, &c. So here again your Episco- 
pacy <Ioes not coincide with the Word of God. 

6th. Where is your authority for the assumption that yottr 
Bishops at the present day have the very office of the twelve ' 
Apostles chosen personally by Christ t If they have retained 
the office why have they cast off the name ? By what SiU- 
.^ority was this done 1 It cannot be shown that the ^postoKc 
office proper was ever designed to be perpetuated in the 
Church. Only fourteen persons can be shown ever to haVe 
borne it, as I shall prove in another place. None can be 
shown to have borne it since. The office having expired, its 
name has gone with it, and hence it is only just to conclude 
that your Bishops at the present day do not hold the Apos- 
tolic office. Strange that they should possess the tiling, arid 
yet be so modest as to abandon the name of the thing ! Their 
great veneration for the Apostles, called by Christ personally, 
is alliedged as the ground of giving up the proper title' of then: 
.office. This spirit is distinctly rebuked in. Matt. 23: h^l% 
' Ho feeling of deference for any man can furnish sufficient 
reason for changing the titles and terms of the Christian min- 
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istryf isi yon profess to do, and so again jenir " Episcopacy*" 
finds no warrant in the Word of God. 

7th. And lastly, where is your authority for claiming that 
the Apostolic office has reached you by an unbrokeft succes^ 
sido of ordainers for the last eighteen centuries 1 Ike idea 
of a lineal succession is distinctly repudiate d in the: Bibld. 
See 1st Tim. 1 : 4, and also Tit. 3 : 9. Moreover facts do 
not sustain it. Where is the list of this boasted succeisioa 
cf which you speak 1 I risk the assertion that you caonot 
produce it, unbroken and properly authenticated and proved^ 
for the very good reason that it does not exist 

In the light of these facts, what becomes of your ckum to 
.*< Apostolic Episcopacy ]" Your Episcopacy has na warrant 
frorn Scripture, as we have clearly seen. It could not theft 
be ''the Episcopacy established by the Apostles^ and of 
which they were the first Bishops T Why therefore talk 
about its being " universally received for fifteen centijuries 1" 
The ecclesiastical history of these centuries falsifies yoar en- 
tire assertion. The modifications, changes, dedtruction and 
revivification which Church polity has .undergone during this 
period in various parts of the world are almost innun^rable. 
It were spending breath for nought here to recount thenL 
Among these alterations, your '^ Episcopacy '' in the precise 
form wad manner in which it has been held in this country, 
•arose about 58 years ago ! ! i And yet you say that it ^' was 
universally received for fifteen centuries I" I declare to you 
lamloung confidence in your knowledge of Ecclesiastical 
history. But I shall close this notice of your attempted an* 
swer to my first question by the single observation thai as 
** Episcopacy " as you hold it has no warrant in the word of 
.God^ you are compelled by your own expressions to concede 
one of two things, either that "Apostolic Episcopacy " is not 
in your Church, but has descended among other bodies of 
Christians, or else that the Church universally received for 
fifteen centuries, according to your reckoning, a corrupt aad 
ipurious Episcopacy of which your Church has at length be- 
.^me the inheritor ! Take which horn you will, your ci^i^ 
10 ruined!!! 

II. To my second question you have seen fit to reply in 
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your own words as followy :— " The Church does mi mean 
by Bishop the Paslor of a single congregation — she does mean 
by Priest a simple Presbyter or Elder, and she does not mean* 
by Deacon, merely one whose office it is to attend to the pe- 
cuniary concerns of the Church, &c." 

If you had put "I " in the place of " the Churchy^ your re-. 
ply would have been logical. I did not ask you for the opin* 
ion of the Church, but for your own opinion. " The Church," 
who is " the Church t" where and what is " the Church V^ 
Wken I wish information from " the Church," I will ask " the: 
Church," directly. But if I inquire of the Rev. James A^^ 
BoUes, I rather expect, if the gentleman deigns to reply at 
aU, he will do so relying on his own knowledge and belief^ 
niither than cafl in an intangible witness to speak for . him; 
But more than this ; after having answered the question, as it 
were, by proxy, you go on to say that " you have no peculiar 
views on any of "these subject. What you believe and teack 
respecting them is the doctrine of the Protestant Episcopal 
Church, as unfolded in the Prayer Book, as explained by thi©^ 
authors already sent me, and as universally believed and 
practised by the primitive Christians." This parjlgraph I supn 
pose you have indited in view of my request that you would 
add some of the chief proofs of the position which you take^ 
I am finally to understand then that yoti, the Rev. James Av 
BoUes, do not ^' mean by Bishop the Pastor of a single coi^ 
gregation," &;c. — ^and that you adduce as the demons trativq 
proof of this opinion, the fact that you haveiio/?ectt7iart»eto» 
ta amf of these subjects — that what you believe is the doctrinei 
of the Protestant Episcopal Church," &c. What sheer aS;* 
sumption is all this 1 May not the most drivelling and imbe* 
eiie mountebank make the same assertions, and to as good ^ 
purpose, in favor of his cause f You ought to know tha$ 
your ideas of the authority of *' Deacons " (meaning by this 
term the office to which the seven were elected, as recoi;de4 
in the 6th of Acts) to preach and baptize, are not warrant- 
ed by the Word of God. You ought to know that your ideas 
of Priests, which you define to be simple Presbyters or Elder^jj 
1^ essentially different from the representations of Ho}y 
Writr-*>that yoq recognise no distinction of Ruling Presbytc^rs 



136 

or Elders, and Presbyters t>r Eldera who.both rttfeanAj^rf <ic^, 
which distinction is plainly set forth in the Bible. See Jik 
Tim. 6 : 17, You ought to know that the Word of God re^ 
cognizes no such permanent ofRcial distinction as that of Pres- 
byter Bishops, and Apostolic Bishops, and hence that your 
ideas of your first two orders of the Christian ministry, ^e 
not supported by the Sacred Scriptures. " You do not mean 
by Bishop the Pastor of a single congregation," and yet your 
friend Chapin, with whom you pretended to agree, whose 
book you sent mo, with the leaves all nicely turned ' dowii, 
aiid between such and such pages of which you triumphantly 
told me, that I would find what " you meant by Deacons aud 
Priests and Bishops," expressly teaches that Bishops were the 
Pastors of single congregations, Chapin knew better than to 
publigh any other view than this to the world. Arid although 
he undertakes to obscure and cover up the impoi:t of plain 
passages of Scripture by ingeniously coining the compound 
words " Presbyter-Bishops," and " Apostolic Bishops," terms 
which are nowhere to be found in the Bible, he nevertheless 
Evidently feels compelled to admit that Bishops were and are 
on Scriptural grounds, the Pastors of single congregations or 
Churches. He knew this, and you ought to know it. He 
confesses it and you deny it I Now what say you to your 
^ logical answers," to " your agreement with your standard 
writers," and to your immense "light and instruction?" Was 
I not right in demanding a reply " to my three original ques- 
tions " in your own words ? If I had not insisted on this, but 
had simply contented myself with the books you sent me, I 
should have been misled as to what your views are. Ay, the 
very book on which you have relied so much, and which. you 
have trumpeted forth as a complete answer to my interroga- 
tions, is now found to maintain a doctrine which you repudi- 
ate, and that on the very point whether a Bishop be the Pas- 
tor of a single congregation ! 

1st. You deny that a Bishop is the Pastor of a single con- 
gregation. Where is your authority for this t You ought 
to know that it is not in the Word of God. Show me a sin- 
gle passage where such an idea is clearly taught, and I wil! 
yield to your claims. On the contrary, we learn from' the 
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Bible that Bishops were Pastors of single churches. Bishop 
and Presbyter both designated the same office. Hence 
"wherever there was a Presbyter he was also a Bishop. 
There was at least one of these in every single Church and 
congregation. See Acts 14 : 23 ; Acts 20 : 20-28 ; Phil. 
1:1; Tit. 1 : 5, &c. This fact is also most convincingly 
confirmed by the historian to whom you yourself have ap- 
pealed, as authority, Dr. Mosheim. 

2d. You do mean by Priest a simple Presbyter or Elder. 
Then why do you make no distinction between Presbyters or 
Elders who only rule and those who both preach and rule ? 
You ought to know that such a distinction exists in the Word 
of God. Your Priests also are inferior in rank to your Bish- 
ops. You say a Priest is a Presbyter. The Bible teaches 
that a Presbyter is a Bishop. Then a Priest and a Bishop 
should, according to the Word of God, denote one and the 
saime office, even if we allow that the term " Priest " is one 
"Which may be employed at all to designate an order of the 
gospel ministry. The conclusion is unavoidable. Your ideas 
of the order of Priests cannot be sustained by Scriptural au- 
thority. 

3d. You deny the office of Deacon to be one merely for 
attending to the pecuniary concerns of the Church, &c. You 
afBrm a Deacon has power by virtue of his office as such^ 
to preach and baptize. There is not the least particle of sup- 
port for this in the Word of God. Your ideas of the office of 
Deacons are utterly gratuitous and unfounded, as I have pre- 
viously shown. And so you have my comments on your 
reply to my second question, and I think you may well take 
it to heart that you have no more real authority for your et« 
elusive doctrines. 

III. You respond to my third question in the most vague 
and indefinite manner, that " Our Saviour ordained the Apos- 
tles, and commissioned them to ordain others, and the Apos* 
ties did ordain others, and commissioned them to ordain 
others, and thus from that time to the present there has been 
a succession of ordainers — of men ordained themselves and 
having authority to ordain others — and this ^uccessioa of or- 
dainers has never and can never be broken, having the prO- 
18 
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mise of Christ for ita continuance and perpetuity — and we 
call it an Apostolic Succession both because it has come down 
from the Apostles, and has been continued in that order of 
ministers who have succeeded to the office of the Apostles." 

Do you call this a direct and logical answer to my third 
interrogation t I trust not. There are in the first place 
several most glaring assumptions in your declaration: 

1st. That the Apostles were ordained at all in the sense in 
which you practice ordination. 

2d, That the promise of Christ had any reference whatever 
to a lineal succession of ordainers ; and 

3d. That the Apostles had any successors in the apostolic 
office. 

These are points which you can never prove, and hence 
your whole reply is the most arrogant petitio piincipii that 
you could have devised. Indeed you could not draw the 
conclusion yourself, being aware that your general assertion 
proved nothing for your particular and special claims. I have 
no doubt you have felt the force of my third question, and 
been embarrassed with it not a little ; for, however well and 
wisely you may reason on the general doctrine that there has 
always been a standing ministry of Christ in the world, which 
jninistry you call the Apostolic Succession^ you know that 
upon your principles of reasoning it can do you no good un- 
less you are able to show your own connection with it. This 
you are unable to do and it perplexes you. I regard it in fact 
ihe great point in this investigation. You set up and claim to be 
the only scripturally authorized minister of God in this place. 
You profess to have substantial grounds on which this exclu- 
sive authority is based, or in other words, you pretend to be 
the only person in this village in whose hands are the proper 
credentials of a minister of God. Suppose then you are im- 
portuned to show your credentials, how do you propose to 
proceed 1 Let us see : 

1st. I, James A. Bolles, am the only minister of God in this 
place, because there has always been a standing ministry in 
the world. No, this won't work. The argument is as good 
for others as it is for myself. Try it again. 

2d, I, James A. Bolles, am the only minister of God in this 
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place, because there are no other ministers here ! No, this 
won*t work ; for first, it is not true in fact, and secondly, the 
argument is as good for others as for myself. 

3d. I, James A. Bolles, am. the only minister of God in this 
place, because I alone have the proper credenlials. 

Now what are the proper credentials? This question 
comes back upon you with tremendous emphasis. On what, 
I ask, is your exclusive authority based, but on the one idea 
that there has been an unbroken line of ordainers from your- 
self back to the ^Apostles, which can be legitimately shown to 
exist, that is, which can be traced step by step, and man by 
man, which has so been preserved in the providence of God, 
without interruption, irregularity, change, invalidity, or any 
such like thing, that it can be sustained in every portion by 
the records of authentic history 1 You must take this ground 
or else allow that your credentials are no better than those of 
other men. It is not enough for you to refer to the promise 
of Christ, — " Lo I am with you always to the end of the 
world." You cannot exclusively appropriate this promise to 
yourself. It is not enough for you to resort to faith to fill up 
all the breaks in your succession which the records of history 
most positively reveal ; for other men can avail themselves of 
the same resort. All that is left for you to do is either to 
show your line of ordination as before described, proving at 
the same time that you alone possess this lineal descent from 
the Apostles— or else frankly to abandon all your distinctive 
and exclusive claims as a Minister of God, and freely confess 
that they are unsupported by any divine right, and are no 
better than the claims of ministers of other denominations. 

Where is your list of ordainers then? Show it to me. 
Will you tell me it is in Chapin, or Percival, or the Episcopal 
Almanac X You know better. You will not say it is there, 
clear, unbroken, unadulterated, positive, and entire ! 

Where is your list of ordainers then 1 Nowhere, notoheref 
my friend ! You have no such list. It does not exist. In- 
voke it, but like the worshippers of Baal, though calling with 
all the frenzy of superstition, you shall cry in vain. Like 
*^ the spirits of the vasty deep," it will not come ! 

As you often refer to the Jewish Priesthood as a kind of 
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illustration of your doctrine o( succession, I will here take 
occasion to refer to it myself. You will remember that on 
the return of the Hebrews from their captivity, " the children 
of Habaiah, Koz and Bai'zillai sought their register among 
those that were reckoned by genealogy, but they were not 
found ; therefore were they as polluted put from the priest- 
hood f (Ezra 2: 61, 62). Now here was a dispensation un- 
der which a regular lineal succession of the priesthood was 
professedlypres^Ded; and those who could not find the regis- 
ter of their own names, and trace their own line of genealogy 
step by step, and man by man, were polluted from the priest^ 
hood. Now you maintain that under the gospel dispensation 
there is continued just such a Kneal succession^ and that you 
yourself are in it, and that you are the only person in this 
place (unless it may be some other of your priests^ deacons, 
or bishops) who is in it. I say then that this pretension can 
only be sustained by your registered genealogy ; you are 
bound to trace your line qf ordination step by step and man by 
man, back to the Apostles, by the light of well authenticated 
history, or you are inevitably excluded, upon your own prin- 
ciples, and by them you should as it were, " bf jpojluted from 
the priesthood." 

Again. While on this topic allow me to make use of an 
illustration furnished by ypuyself, and for which I most hear- 
tily thank you. It is the example of the manuscripts of Scrip- 
ture. I could scarcely have hit upon a more happy concep- 
tion or a more forcible illustration of the unmitigated folly of 
Prelatical assumption. Suppose you take the ground that 
your Bible alonp is the true Word of God in this community, 
because you can trace its line of manuscripts step by step and 
codex by codex, in a direct unbroken chain back to the Apofr 
ties- What real advantage do you gain by tracing the suc- 
cession of manuscripts f Might not the proof be just as coiv- 
elusive and much more direct and simple, if, instead of pre- 
tending it necessary to depend upon such a succession, you 
ahould just take your copy of the various books of the Bible, 
and compare it with the oldest ones ] A coincidence thus 
shown would have all the weight of a demonstrative argu- 
ment, without the cumbersome and interminable task of bunt- 
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ing out a manuscript pedigree for eighteen centuries ! But I 
suppose I hazard nothing in asserting that the tracing of such 
a succession of Scripture documents is, under the circum- 
atances of this world for the last two thousand years, mani- 
festly impossible. Nor is the question whether we now have 
the veritable Word of God, of any such nature as to demand 
iU The truth is, that both in regard to the Bible and the 
Christian ministry, lineal successions have been from the first 
repudiated. You can neither show an unbroken succession 
for your ministry, nor trace the line of manuscripts of thq 
sacred oracles. The attempt is equally puerile in both casm* 
The perpetuity and power of Christ's church and kingdom 
rests not upon such foundations. 

Your position then, is ab|K)lutely ludicrous. Suppose your 
Bible set itself up over my Bible, and claim itself to be exclu- 
-siviely the Word of God, on account of its lineal descent of 
manuscripts I Is it any more like the first copy because it 
pretends to be *^tn the successionV^ Is my Bible any ihelus 
like the first copy because it pretends to '' no lineal succes- 
sion ?' ]tf ust not every man laugh at the ridiculous conclu^ 
sion ? And yet this is precisely your predicament when you 
attempt to define or defend your doctrine of the Apostolic 
Succession. 

You assume that this apostolic chain stretches down to 
yourself because of the promise of Christ, — " Lo, I am with 
you," &c. But it is a mere assumption. How know you 
that tins promise has any reference whatever to your doctrine 
of the Apostolic Succession 1 Nothing of this kind is specified 
ki it. Who has informed you that it has any such applica- 
tion ! You might as well have alluded to the first verse of 
the first chapter of the first book of Chronicles, in proof of 
your succession, — '*^Adain, Sheth, Enosh !" 

But you ought to look at another thing — the stronger you 
make your ai^umeat on the general proposition that this 
Apostolical Succession has always existed in the world, the 
firmer you establish ihisy while yet you yourself personally 
cannot show^ur connection with it, the higher you raise the 
gallows on ifriiich your own authority] is to be executed, ^the 
iosener you whet the knife with which it is to be decapitated; 
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For in taking this strange position or a lineal and unbroken 
succession, you seek to prove too much by proving against 
facts — ^j'ou make something necessary to the validity of 
the Christian ministry which the Biblo nowhere recognizes or 
enjoins, iicason dashes her powers in pieces against tho ad- 
amantine walls of God's Providence and Word, and attempt- 
ing to soar on waxen wings, plunges like the fabled Icarus, 
into the sea of her own confusion. 

Is it not plain then that you have completely run round 
the point, and that you have little relish for meeting the in- 
quiry full in the face. I ask you if you can show your cre- 
dentials as a minister of God 1 Do you think it will content 
me or satisfy the public, to say that somewhere in the world 
ministers have existed from the times of Christ, and tkere^ 
fore you conclude you are one of them 1 No ! my friend^ 
you must trace your own line of ordination, as before des- 
cribed, or else give up the whole ground on which you rest 
ministerial authority, and choose another more respectable. 

And now upon a review of the whole three questions, you 
intimate that I am desirous of bringing you into a personal 
controversy and that I shall find myself very much mistaken, 
and that I have been trying to avoid " the true issue," and 
that I " must already begin to feel myself in an awkward 
predicament !'* I know not what you mean, my dear friend, 
unless it be that you feel very uncomfortable yourself, and 
you wish me to think that I feel so too ! Have I shrunk fr<Hn 
any legitimate investigation of " my three original questional" 
Have I not signified my willingness to meet you either in a 
public debate or in a written correspondence or in your oral 
lectures 1 And yet you charge me with striving to shun a 
thorough investigation of the truth ! Have I not held you 
exactly to the three points of " the true issue ?" And yet 
you charge me with a design to evade them ! What is the 
*' true issue " which the P. E. Church raises with her neigb- 
bors ? Or rather, what is the P. E. Church herself t What 
have I, or what has any man to do with the idea of your 
Church, save as composed of individuals, men responsible for 
what they themselves believe and?teach, and who may justly 
be discredited, if, when fairly challenged to define and ( 
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Iheir sentiments, they shrink away under the pusiIlaniinou9 
and unmanly plea that they " have no peculiar views on any 
of these subjects," Of what avail is it for you then to im- 
pugn my motive, as though I was determined to quarrel with 
yoiu .about yourself, about '* what you teach and say and do 
and are — ^and not ¥/hat is truth ?" Do you not profess your- 
self a ** living teacher 1" Do yoii not pretend to do and say 
things connected with great questions of truth or error t 
Are you not yourself a substance — a man — a champion of 
certain doctrines — a defender of certain distinctive principles 
for which you are to be held responsible 1 Or are you noth- 
ing and nobody — a mere name, a shadow as impalpable to 
the senses as you are irresponsible to the claims and advoca- 
cy of truth 1 Do you deny that you possess the right of 
private judgment, or that you think, reason, and judge for 
yourself — do you take shelter under the old Romish dogma 
of ignorance and imbecility, and cry with the unthinking and 
deluded multitudes who lie in the dust and lick the feet of 
the man of sin, "Oh, I believe what the Church believes — 
the Church believes what I believe, and we both believe the 
same !" Is this the mode of settling your accounts when 
hard pressed by the difficulties which surround you 1 

And of what avail will be your intimation that my course 
has been wanting in courtesy, nobleness and magnanimity, 
when the questions I have propounded to you are the very 
questions which the truth requires you to answer — which the 
comoion sense of mankind .will sustain, as embracing the pre- 
cise points at issue, that is, the JDreciie points which should be 
fairly and fully met by you and settled ] They bring you at 
once to your bearings — they test the whole strength of your 
exclusive claims, your pretended superior authority. Every 
person can see this ; and if they place you in a ridiculous or 
odious position, it is only showing you in your true colors and 
doing for you what you are afraid to do for yourself. I 
have no doubt you would hesitate to say in so many words 
before the people of this intelligent community that you 
regard yourself as the only scripturally authorized minister 
of God in this place. This would be a ridiculous and odious 
{position indeed for you to take. Yet what you dare not ut- 
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ter with the tongue, your actions speak. In concluding my 
remarks upon your attempted answer to " my three original 
questions," I confess you have greatly disappointed me. You 
give me to understand in a very patronizing and self-com* 
plaisant way, that you are now about to take the field ymnv 
self. I behold you approaching, apparently like a brave 
champion, to grapple with the exact force and fbrmidable- 
ness of these questions, and I am preparing to witness a fair 
and honorable rencounter, when lo ! your polemical charger 
takes fright and dashes away with you int© the thickets and 
morasses of subterfuge and evasion. He makes for the re- 
gion of the dark ages, and the Canon law, and the iamoas 
graves of the " Fathers." 

•' Away, away, and on ye dash! 
Torrents less rapid and less rash!" 

While you, Mazeppa-Iike, writhing beneath the ecclesiasti- 
cal thongs which bind you, have only time to howl back 
something about "my ignorance," and shriek that "yoit hare 
no peculiar notions ! " 

*' For fly ye on your far career, 
And all behind is dark and drear. 
And all before is night and fear !'^ 

IV. I will now consider what you appear to regard as the 
great Scriptural bulwark of your pretensions — 3, work which 
you have produced with quite an air of satisfaction in your 
oral lectures, I mean, the tract of Dr. Onderdonk, entitled 
" Episcopacy tested by Scripture." I shall notice this pro- 
duction only so far as it has any essential bearing on^ the 
merits of this discussion. 

The main proposition of the Rev. Dr. and the one on 
which the whole structure of his argument is reared is this : 
" The Apostles and Elders, (distinctively so called,) had not 
equal power and rights." 

His mode of proof in support of this position is as follows: 

** These two classes of ministers are distinguished from 
each other, because they are spoken of in Scripture a:s 
" Apostles and Elders." 

But, 

1. '' The Aposdea are not Umib distinguished fipMi the El^ 
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dcrs because they were appointed by Christ personally, for 
some are named Apostles in Scripture who were not thus 
appointed." 

2. ** The Apostles iare not thus distinguished from the El- 
ders because they had seen our Lord after his resurrection, 
for five hundred brethren saw him." 

3. " The Apostles are not thus distinguished from the El- 
ders because they had been selected as special witnesses of 
the resurrection, for others were called Apostles who were 
not thus selected." 

4. " The Apostles are not thus distinguished from the El- 
ders because of their power to work miracles, for others 
wrought miracles who were not Apostles." 

Conclusion. " It follows, then, or will not be questioned, 
that the Apostles were distinguished from the elders because 
they were superior to them in ministerial power and rights." 

This is his injerence from the reasoning now stated. It is 
for us to see whether the logic be sound and the conclusioa 
just. I aAi constrained to say, my friend, after a careful stu- 
dy of the same, that whether his main proposition be true or 
false, in my opinion the Rev. Dr. has signally failed in his 
line of proof. I will proceed to give you the grounds on 
which my judgment rests. 

1st. I observe that the reasoning of the Rev. Dr. contains 
statements which are unfounded. 

A. He asserts that *' Silvanus and Timothy, Junia and 
Andronicus and others that could be added to the list," are 
all. called Apostles in Scripture. This is not so. 

B. He asserts that "Matthias was ordained by merely hu- 
man ordainers." There is no account of this in the fiible. 

C. He asserts that '* James, the Lord's brother, was or- 
dained by merely human ordainers." I find no record of this 
in the Word of God. 

D. He asserts that Barnabas was ordained by merely hu- 
iaan ordainers, and then rejects the only supposabie evidence 
of it, recorded in Acts 13: 1-3. Both positions cannot be 
true. 

These unfounded statements can surely add nothing to the 
10 
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strength of the Rev. Dr.'a logic On the contrary, they have 
a tendency to cast suspicion upon the whole of it 

2d. Again I observe that his reasoning, if legitimately car- 
ried out, destroys itself. Let us see. 

''The Apostles and Elders are distinguished from each 
other." 

But, 

1. " The Apostles are not thus distinguished from the El- 
ders because they were appointed by Christ personally," 

2.<-- '' Nor because they had seen our Lord after his resur- 
rection." 

3. — 'VNor because they had been selected as special 
witnesses of his resurrection." 

4. — " Nor because of their power to work miracles." 

What next ? The Dr.'s conclusion t By no means. 
But a fifth position equally tenable with the four preceding. 
It is this : 

6. The Apostles were not thus distinguished from the 
Elders because they possessed superior ministerial powers 
and rights, for some are named " Elders" in Scripture, who 
had these powers and rights. (As Peter and John.) 

Thus in attempting to establish his main proposition, our 
author opens the door for its complete refutation. 

3d. Again I observe that his reasoning proves too much. 
It proves anything or everything as you please. Each one 
of the links in the chain of his argument can be put for the 
conclusion, and the conclusion for each one of the links, or 
the conclusion can be employed as a link, and any other pre- 
dicate, however singular or incongruous, can be put for the 
conclusion. Thus : 

"The Apostles and Elders are distinguished from each 
other." 

But, 

L '' The Apostles were not thus distinguished from the 
Elders because they were appointed by Christ personally.*' 

2. — ^* Nor because they had seen our Lord after his resur- 
rection." 

3. — " Nor because they had been selected as special wit- 
nesses of his resurrection." 
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4. — "Nor because they possessed superior ministerial 
powers and rights. 

Con. — "It follows then, or will not be questioned, that the 
Apostles were distinguished from the Elders on account of 
their power to work miracles." And so by a simple change 
of sentences the 1st, 2d, and 3d links of the chain may 
be put for the conclusion, while the conclusion is put 
for them, respectively. And so may the whole chain be 
negatived or affirmed with equal sense and logic. But other 
predicates may be put for the conclusion. Thus, 

1, "The Apostles were not thus distinguished from the 
Eiders because they were appointed by Christ personally." 

2. — " Nor because they had seen our Lord after his resur- 
rection." 

3.—^" Nor because they had been selected as special wit- 
nesses of his resurrection," 
• 4. — " Nor because of their power to work miracles, 

6. — '" Nor because they had superior ministerial powers 
and rights." 

Con.r— " It follows therefore, or will not be questioned, that 
the Apostles were thus distinguished from the Elders" on ac* 
count o( their personal appearance^ or their age and native 
UUentSf or the numbet* of their children^ &c., &c. ! ! ^ 

This strikes us as being a very convenient mode of reason- 
ing which will prove ybr or against^ more or less, precisely 
according to the fancy of the Rev. Dr. and his friends. 

4th. Once more I observe that his reasoning is character- 
ized by inherent weakness, looseness, sophistry, and inconsis- 
tency. What sense, for instance, is there in saying, 

"That the Apostles were not distinguished from the 
Elders because they were appointed personally by Christ, 
for some are named Apostles in Scripture who were not thus 
appointed." 

Pat this in the following form and its inherent weakness 
will appear at once : — 

Maj. prem. 1. All that is common to the Apostles and 
Elders cannot be made a ground of distinction between them. 
Min. prem. 2. The being appointed personally by Christ i$ 
crnnman io the Jipostles. 
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Con. 8. There(bre the being appointed personally by 
Christ is not a ground of distinction between the ^poiUes and 
Elders I In other words, a circumstance not common to the 
Apostles and Elders forms no ground of distinction between 
the tSpostks and Elders^ because that circumstance is also 
not common to the Apostles and soniebody else besides the 
Elders 1 1 Do you think this is good logic 1^~you, my friend, 
who have paraded it so exultingly in your last communication 1 

It may be attempted perhaps, to meet this view of the case 
by another argument, arranged in the syllogistic form. Let 
us then put the subject in its strongest light. Your Jlev. 
author might reply as follows :— 

1st. All that is not common to the Apostles us acUiss^ ein« 
not be regarded as distinguishing them from any other cksf^ 
as for example, the Elders. 

2d, The being called personally by Christ is not common 
to the Apostles as a class^ 

3d, Therefore the being called personally by Christ cawiot 
distinguish the Apostles from the Elders. 

This reasoning would be conclusive if the second proposi- 
tion was only true, But it is not. The Apostles as a class 
were severally and separately called or designated by the 
direct agency of Christ, as will be shown in another places 
And so v/e turn the argument of Dr. Onderdonk home upon 
himself. Thus: 

}. All that is common to the Apostles as a clctss will afford 
a proper ground of distinction between them and every other 
class, as for example, the Elders. 

2. The being called or designated directly by Christ is 
common to the Apostles as a class, 

3. Therefore the being called or designated directly by 
Christ may be regarded ^ a ground of distinction between 
the Apostles and Elders, Our conclusion is unavoidable, and 
the Rev. Dr. must either give up his argument thus far, or 
else show that the Apostles as a class of officers in the com*- 
mencement of the Christian era, were not severally ^d sepa- 
rately called or designated directly by Christ, which I am 
fully persuaded he can never do. 

A similar difficulty occurs with the Qe^t,swerlic^i M 
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*' the Apostles were not thus distinguished from the Elders 
because they had seen our Lord after his resurrection, for 
five hundred brethren saw him." 

State this proposition as follows : 

1. All that is common to tlie Apostles and Elders cannot 
be made a ground of distinction between them. 

fL The seeing our Lord after his resurrection is common 
to the Apostles and five hundred brethren. 

3. Therefore the seeing our Lord after his resurrection is 
fto ground of distinction between the •3po$tles and Elders I 

Were the five hundred brethren Elders f An important 
^piestion ! 

The same difficulty attends the next statement, 
That "the Apostles were not thus distinguished from the 
Elders because they had been selected as special witnesses of 
the resurrection, for others were called Apostles who -v^ere 
not thus selected." 

See the fallacy of this declaration: 

1. AU that is common to the Apostles and Elders cannot 
be made a ground of distinction between them. 

2* The being selected to be the special witnesses of the 
lesurrection is common to the Apostles as a class, 

3. Therefore the being selected to be the special witnessed 
of the resurrection is no ground of distinction between tho 
J^Btles and Elders I 

Onoe more the same difficulty besets this position, 
That ^^tbe Apostles were not thus distinguished from the 
Elders l^ecause of their power to work miracles, for Stephen 
and Philip^ who were both Deacons, are known to have bad 
this power," 

Test this premise in the same manner. 

1. All that is common to Uie Apostles and Elders cannot 
be made a gi*ound of distinction between them. 

2. The power to work miracles is common to the JBpostlesi 
and Deacons. 

8. Therefore the power to work miracles is no ground of 
distinction between th^ Apostles and Elders, 

This Mnd of reasoning, my friend, is not likely to make 
'^Chnrehmen," as you call them very fast. We have now 
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dearly seen that our author's reasoning is characterized by 
imherent weakness. 

That it is characterized by looseness appears from the dis* 
closed fact, that it is for the most part made up of a mere 
play upon words, a mere string of sentences, more jingle than 
argument, a collection of empty sounds signifying nothing. 

That it is a piece of sophistry seems evident from the fact 
that there is no legitimate connection between the premises 
and conclusion. 

That it is marked with inconsistency is evinced by the fact 
Aat it may be thrown together, or analysed, or its parts may 
he abstracted or added in any manner with equally conclu- 
sive though opposite results. 

Hence we must pronounce it as intrinsically unsound and 
linworthy of our assent. 

6th. But what caps the climax is, that the reasoning of your 
Rev. friend is very assuming. He pretends by it to have " m- 
tablished nearly the whole of the Episcopal claim" Indeed ! Is 
this so 1 I understand by the '^ Episcopal claim," a pretension 
on the part of the advocates of the P. E. Church of these U. S.^ 
that they have the only true Church of Christ, the only true 
ministry, the only true ordinances or sacraments, the only 
true ideas of the offices of the Christian Church, and the only 
veritable Apostolic Succession within the boundaries of Pro^ 
testantism 1 Now this you are aware is something of a claim. 
And how it is established by the simple fact that more than 
eighteen hundred years since there existed in a certain por- 
tion of the Eastern Continent a class of officers called Apos* 
tles^ and another class called Elders is more than I can Seew 
Important steps are wanting in the Dr/s logic. If we agree 
with him in his conclusion, it will be by desperate leaps, and 
by the right supreme of an unmitigated assumption. 

Having demonstrated in these various ways that our author 
has signally failed in his line of proofs I wili now notice his 
main proposition itself, namely. 

That 'Hhe Apostles and Elders (distinctively so called) llad. 
not equal power and rights." 

Admit this statement to be true, what then I Does it affii^rd 
your ministry my friend, any peculiar advantage, in proving 
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•the Apostles, the only Episcopacy warranted by the Word 
of God, the only Episcopacy which is "binding on the conr 
science of Christian peopled" Candor will compel you to 
1 confess that it does not. In order to substantiate the " Episco- 
pal claim," you will be obliged to show precisely, 
t 1. What the Apostolic office is. 

3 2. That it was designed to be, and has been a permanent 

office in the Church. 
^t 8. That it is and has been identified in every essential par* 

y ticular with the office of Bishop in your Church. 
OH - 4. That nothing important has been either added to or 

taken from it 
Mi 5. That it has descended to you from the Apostles in a 

direct and unbroken chain every step or link of wfaEfch can be 
IT traced by the light of authentic records ; and 
^ 6* That this office exists only in your Church. ' 

l8 Perhaps you will think I am planning considerable labor for 

D you, but my friend, the responsibilities of your position de- 
f mand it. You have committed yourself to the advocacy of 
e such ** a claim," and I miist with all courtesy and respect 
y press you to it. It will not answer for you to seek to evade 
ly ihis issue by talking about "students of divinity'* and "Pres- 
(h byterian Meeting-Houses" and "ploughs" and the "Bare- 
n. bone's Parliament," and undertaking to raise a laugh just in 
an the spot where you should put an argument. 
o^ To set the subject in a little clearer light before your mind, 

08' as well as to dissipate from it the darkness which many of 
eft your writers have drawn over it, I propose here to state a 
ree few plain facts concerning 
ind The Apostolic Office. 

1. Only fourteen persons can be shown ever to have borne 

ior it, viz:— Peter, Andrew, James the son of Zebedee, John, 

his Philip, Bartholomew, Thomas, Matthew, James ' the son of 

Alpheus, Thaddeus, Simon the Canaanite, Judas, Matthias, and 

lai Paul. See Matt. 10: 2-4, Acts 1 : 26, 1st Cor. 9: 1. 

True, you may say that Barnabas and Epaphroditus and 
yA even Christ himself are called " Apostles." .See Acts 14: 14, 
ib; PIuL 2: 25, Heb. 3: 1. But this circumstance by no means 
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determines ike fact that they held the aposioUc office. The 
term " Apostle" in Scripture is applied sometimes in a,p€r9(h 
n&l and sometimes in an official sense. Hence if it is sought 
to determine whether a given individual bore the apastolk 
office proper^ you must adduce some other evidence besides 
the mere appellation in his favor, in order to show that he did 
bear it. Now of Barnabas and Epaphroditus and Christ, you 
cannot show the fiist item of proof beyond the name, that Aey 
held and exercised the proper functions of the apostolic office, 
. You certainly would not affirm of our divine Lord and 
Master that he was in rank only equal to the twelve^ whom 
he himself commissioned to their work> and this merely be- 
cause a single name is applied to Him which is also applied to 
them I 

Of Ej>aphroditus nothing whatever id predicated in the 
Scriptures, which belonged to the powers aAd functions of the 
apostolic offi£fi: On the contrary, the record shows that he 
was for the time being subject to the control of one (Paul) 
-who had no authority to direct him on the supposition that 
ISpaphroditus was an Apostk in the official sense. Indeed 
the whole context conclusively shows that Epaphroditus wa« 
a Hmph messenger, one sent, according to the import of the 
term as used in John 13: 16. Similar remal-ks are applicable 
to Barnabas. 

Besides these instances, you will not be g.ble, I venture to 
assert, to produce another individual who is even called an 
apostle. Junia, Andronicus, Timothy, Titus, Silvanus, or 
any other mentioned by your authors, cannot be shown to 
feave. borne even the name, much less the apostolic office. 
Hence our conclusion must be fully justified that only fourteeii 
persons can be shown ever to have borne the apostolic office, 

8. A person could not, and did not bear apostolic office, 
without the following things could be and were predicated of 
him :— 

A. He must have beeil an eye and an ear-witness of our 
Lord, so that from positive knowledge, he could testify to 
Christ's person, offices, sxxd works. See Acts 1: 21-26, Acts 
5: 29-32, Acts 22d chap., 1st Cor. 9: 1. 

B. He must have been designated to the office by Christ 
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himself, not by " ordinatiorC^ in the prelatical sense of it, but 
by some sensible, outward, and palpable act, proceeding 
directly from the Lord himself. It cannot be shown that one 
of the Apostles was ever ^et apart to the ajioslolic office, by 
prayer and the impositidri of hands! ^ee Mark 3: 14-19, 
Acts 1 : 26, Acts 22d chap., 2d Tim. i : IL 

C. He must have beeii endowed with the power of per- 
forming miracles, with the gift of inspiration, and with such 
other authority and rights extraordinary as were necessary 
' for the accomplishment of his ofice work. See Mark 8: 15^ 
» Acts 1 : 8, Acits 2d chap.. Acts 28: 1-9, as well as the Gospels 
of Matthew and John, and the Bpistles of Paul, Peter, James 
and John, and also the fact that both Luke and Mark wer^ 
under the supervision of the Apostles. See Acts 12 : 12, 29j 
t 2d T^im. 4 : 11. 

Mow you cannot say in i^dply to these facts that all thea6 
.[ qoaJIfications are not pectt^iaT^ to the apostolic office^ for that 
as is not rfie question. The question is rather, coujd any one or 
i did any one bear the apostolic office of whoni these particulars 
k could not be and were not predicated ] We are wiUing to 
n iS&k the nierits of this question, if you prefer it, On the single 
i characteristic of the aposti^ic offi^ie which required that each 
i one .bearing it shoiild be personally of directly designstted td 
that office by Christ himself! Point us to one of the fourteen 
et. itdhiduals slreauiy awnaed, "who ibas not so designatecl, and 
U W« will yield the argument — point us to another beside thefii 
!,( iWio was so designated and we will admit your claims ! 
i; 3. The end o£ the aposiolifi office was to introduce a pre&th" 
k ed gospel to the world, to gather churches, to furnish the mate- 
is rials of Inspiration for the completion of the Canonical ^^Books 
jft of Scripture, to establish the Christian oi-dinaBces, and ^p-^ 
p point 1*ie officers of the Christian niinistry in the permanent 
jjt polity of the Chriatian Church. See for this the N«w Tesia- 

tnent passim, 
^ 4. The officers they did. appoint were not Jlposiles id the 
,i official sense as now explained, but Bishops, of Presbyters or 
Hj, Elders and Deacov,s. ;S.ee AQts 6 : j-^, Acts 14 : 23, Acts 
iOtt chapter, Phil. 1 : 1, Tit. 1:5. In lio passage of Scrip- 
^ ture can you show an ordination to the apostolic office, AobM^ 
qiient to the fourteen directly designated by Christ. 
20 
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5. The Apostles in the nature of the case had and could 
have no successors in that office. They themselves held the 
apostleship as an office extraordinary and peculiar, and one 
which as a matter of course could not be permanent. That 
they did also exercise the rights and functions of the ordinary 
and permanent offices of the Church, namely, those of Bish* 
ops. or Presbyters, those of Preaching and Ruling Elders is 
evident from Mark 16 : 15, 16, 1st Pet. 5: 1, 2d John 1. 

0. The Apostles in their office as svch, had no Dioceses, 
Their commission as preachers of the Gospel was general, and 
they went whenever and wherever the Spirit of the Lord 
directed them. See Matt. 28: 18-20, Acts 11: 1-17. 

7. The apostolic office from the nature of the case, must 
have expired with the last of the fourteen persons already 
enumerated. Hence the name of "Apostle" even was not 
retained, which would evidently have been done by the 
Primitive Church, had they considered the Apostleship a per- 
manent and perpetual office in the polity of the Christian 
Church. 

In the light of this clear and concise account of the apostolic 
office how utterly idle is your pretence that your Bishops now 
hold the veritable office of the Apostles ? Have these Bishops 
seen or heard Christ in person ] Have they been set apart 
to their office not by ordination as a kind of tactual charm, 
but by some direct act of Christ himself? Have they 
the power of miracles, the gift of inspiration, and authority to 
extend the canons of Scripture ] You know they have not. 
And if not, they are no Apostles, and no successors of the 
Apostles in that office I 

I am now prepared to answer the four memorable ques- 
tions with which you conceived you had so perplexed me in 
your study, on the morning of Jan. 19th, 1847. You ask :— 

1. If I deny that the Apostles and Elders are fairly distin- 
guished from each other in several places in the Acts pf the 
Apostles as distinct and separate orders. 

Answer. I do not deny it. 

2. If I deny that the Apostles were not distinguished from 
the Elders simply because they were appointed by Christ 
personally. 
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Answer. I do deny it. 

3. If I deny that the Apostles were not distinguished from 
the Elders merely because they had seen our Lord after his 
resurrection. 

Answer. I do deny it. 

4. If I deny that the Apostles were distinguished from the 
Elders in consequence of their superiority ia ministerial 
powers and rights ? 

Answer. I do deny it, to a certain extent. 
And now what have you gained t 1 maintain that Presby- 
ters or Elders had equal ministerial powers and rights with 
those exercised by the Apostles, meaning by the phrase 
*' ministerial powers and rightSy^^ such powers and rights as 
were designed to be in the Christian ministry, not temporally 
but permanent and perpetual^ as for example ordination^ 
preachingy and administering the sacraments. The functions 
of the apostolic office were peculiar and extraordinary and in 
this sense might be called superior, but it by no means foHoWs 
that to ordain, preach, and administer the sacraments were 
not ministerial rights and powers belonging to the office of 
the Bishop or Presbyter as well as to the apostolic office. 
Nor is it possible for you to prove for instance that Peter did 
not ordain, preachy and administer the sacraments as well by- 
virtue of his office as an Elder as by virtue of his office as an 
•Spostle ! The Apostles then were not distinguished from the 
Elders for the superiority of their ministerial power and rights 
as now defined, but on account of the peculiarities of the 
apostolic office itself, already above set forth. These facts 
forever destroy the Argument of Dr. Onderdonk, and prepare 
you to concede, I think, that his reasoning in favor of the 
" Episcopal claim" is completely nugatory ! 

V. There is one other author on whom you have much 
relied in the progress of this investigation. I refer to a book 
entitled " the Primitive Church," by the Rev. A. B. Chapin, 
It remains for me to notice such portions of this work as re- 
late to your three-fold order of the ministry. 

I. Upon the subject of deacowsl have little need^xtensiyely 
to dwell. Suffice it to say that your author takes the old 
ground of the authority of deacons to preach and baptixef 
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which we have already seen is without the least particle of 
proof from the Sacred Word, 

11. Upon the subject of priesfs your author admits in so many 
words that '' the terms Presbyter and Bishop are often used in 
the Bible to designate the same class qf officers" And after 
making this admission, he goes on to invent a pair of very 
ingenious compound words, namely " Presby ter-gishops" and 
"Aposlolic-Bishops," in order to evade, if possible, the full 
force of the admission which he had just made. These 
words are altogether ^ human invention^ since they occur 
nowhere iq all the word of God. 

1. Chapin undertakes to show by a reference to various laih 
guages that the term " priest" is only a contraction of the 
-^ord " Presiby ter," thus as I think, evincing his full sense of 
the awkwardness and unspitableness of applying it in its ori- 
ginal signification to an order of the gospel ministry. We 
shal) permit him to enjoy the fruits of his philological pursuits 
on this point without disturbance, 

2. With the eight qualifications which he lays down for a 
Priest, Presbyter-Bishop, or Pastor of a sii^gle congregation, 
J find no fault, excepting the last. He says of ^ Priest that 
<' he must have been a Deacon, and have acquitted himself 
honorably ixi that station," and immediately adds " there is no 
p^^itive Bfaieniient in Scripture that this was the fapt 1" Did 
you ever hear anything Lke ill No indeed there is no proof 
whatever that this was one of the qualifications peces^ary to f^ 
ctodi4aite for the order of Presbyters or Bi^jM^ps. 

3. IJe irjaintains that ^ Presbyter-Bishop or Pastor of i^ 
sk^^e congregation coul4 only be made by an Apostle by vir^ 
tue of the apostolic office bb such. This is denied. TituB 
and Timothy as we have already shown, did not bear the 
Apostolic office. They are nowhere called Apostles. And 
yet these are the persons whom Chapin quotes as havipg 
crdaiiied "Presbyter-Bishops" as he calls them. 

. 4. With the six difierent particulars in which yo^^ author 
has pointed out the power and duties of a Biahop of a single 
c6iigregatiQ6 I find no fault worth mentioning, unle3s it be in 
the final one, namely, that " the * Presbyter-Bishops' owedote- 
^Mee to the commands of an Apostle." This statement is. 
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I judge, to be taken with aome limitation inasmuch as ChapiA 
refers to no Scripture warrant for its support, 

III. The entire force of all that your author has advanced 
upon the subject of your highest order of the ministry, name- 
ly, Prelates, Diocesans, Bishops, or "Apostolic-Bishops," as he 
terms them, depends primarily upon this simple question, — 
whether the apostolic office as such has ever been borne by 
more than the fourteen persons already enumerated, that is, 
whether this office has been perpetuated in your Church 
through a lineal succession? To show that this has been 
the case he places great reliance upon what he is pleased 
to term " The Apostolic Commission I" This commission 
lie gets up by throwing together several scattered passages 
of the Gospels, after the following manner: — "Go ye, into all 
the world, and preach the Gospel unto every creature, bap* 
iixing them into the name of , the Father, and of the Son, and 
pf the Holy Ghost: teaching them to observe all things what- 
soever I have commanded you. And unto you / give the 
'keys of the kingdom of Heaven^ and whatsoever ye shall bind 
qn earth shall be bound in heaven : and whatsover ye shall 
loose on earth, shall be loosed in heaven : and whosoever 
sins ye remit they are remitted unto him, and whosoever sins 
ye retain, they are retained : As the Father hath sent 
MB even so send I YOU ; and lo lam with you alway^ even 
unto the end of the world:' (Matt. 16: 19 ; 18: 18 ; 28: 19, 
20 ; John 20: 21, 23.) 

" This commission," he cdntinues, " as it here reads is one 
of the most important things of which we can conceive !" Is 
not this as much as to say we have now got it patched up so 
that we think it will suit our purpose ? However, let us take 
a view of the document as he has given it to us. 
. 1. What'powers does the instrument specify? Answer. 
Preaching, baptizing, the keys of the Kingdom of Heaven^ and 
the power to bind and loose, to remit and retain sin. 

8* Were these powers and rights any or all of them pecu' 
liar to the apostolic office ? Answer. None of them were pe- 
culiar to it See Malt. 18: 17, 18, Acts 20th chap., 2d Cor. 
2: 10, 1st Tim. 5: 17. 

3. The expression, " as the Father hatji sent me, even so 
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^send I you," refers to the fact, and not to the manner or m<h 
dality of the fact of sending, as is evident from the construc- 
tion of the Greek in this passage. Besides, this argument 
drawn from the analogy of the commissions will apply as 
well to Bishops or Presbyters as to the Apostles. It is per- 
fectly true that "as the Father sent Christ, even so He 
hath sent prophets, evangelists, pastors and teachers," See 
Eph. 4: 11. 

4. The expression " Lo lam with you alway, even unto 
the end of the world," is assumed outright to be a promise or 
pledge into which Christ enters, to preserve unbroken and 
uncorrupted in every period a lineal succession of ordainers, 
to the end of time ! Indeed, And yet nothing of the kind is 
specified or even hinted at. How much more ratlonalj and 
in accordance with the actual events of history, to interpret 
this promise of the Saviour as ^referring to the gift of the 
Holy Ghost, and the preservation of the truth and ordinances 
of the Church on earth 1 But interpret the promise as you 
will, you cannot say that you yourself and your ministry are 
alone and specially named and commissioned in and by it, 
which you should be able to do if you intend in any adequate 
manner to support your exclusive claims. 

5. It is quite curious to observe how your author runs the 
line of comparison between Christ and the Apoitles, on the 
subject of their being set apart to their office by the descent 
of the Holy Ghost upon them, of their having a kingdom ap- 
pointed to them, and of their clear and positive authority to 
remit sin, as recorded in John 20: 23, as though he had for- 
gotten that in all these respects your Bishops of the present 
day arie no more like the Apostles, than your gown and bands 
are like the fisherman's coat of Peter ! 

6. Now under this commission your author maintains that 
the Apostles exercised certain powers. We shall attend 
briefly to a consideration of this point. 

A. " The Apostles alone possessed the power of confer- 
ring apostolic authority on others." How is this maintain- 
ed 1 We are told that " the power to judge in the Church 
was exclusively an apostolic right." 
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This is not 80. Read Matt. 19, 25—30, 1st Cor. 6 : 2, Rev. 
3:21. Besides, it is a mere assumption to say the passage 
inLfUke22: 29, 30, has any reference to the polity of the 
Church on «arth,^ meaning by this her visible organization, her 
pemnanent offices, with their powers and functions. I seo 
toot one particle of evidence in proof of this assumption. 
What then avails his inference that the " imparting of this 
authority (power to judge in the Church) to others, is evi* 
dence of the transmission of apostolic authority ? It docs 
not appear that the power to judge, spoken of in Luke 22 : 
80, either was " exclusively an apostolic right," or that it has 
in fact any reference to the permanent polity of the Church 
on earth. Again he asserts that the power to judge in the 
Church was conferred by Paul on Timothy and Titus. Now 
I have searched somewhat thoroughly, and I discover no aur 
thority for this declaration in the Word of God whatever* 
Even your learned author finds the same difficulty with my- 
selfr— for when he comes to adduce passages in support of his 
fttatennent with regard to Timothy and Titus, he cannot pro- 
duce one in which the authority spoken of in Luke 22 : 30, 
is conferred upon them by Paul. It is evident from the pas- 
sages which he does quote (Tit. 1 : 5, 1st Tim. 5: 22, 2d Tim. 
2 : 2,) that these men Timothy and Titus were simple assist- 
ants of the Apostle in fulfilling the ordinary work of the 
Christian ministry. There is no evidence whatever to be- 
lieve they were anything more than ordinary Pastors or 
Evangelists. That Paul ordained them to the Apostleship 
or conferred upon them apostolic authority in any respect, 
there is no ground for concluding in Holy Writ. And set- 
ting aside the Bible, the very authors quoted byChapin testi- 
fy against him. '* All antiquity asserts," he says, ** that Ti- 
tus was ordained Bishop of Crete by St. Paul." But a Bish- 
op in those days was not an Apostle, nor did he claim to fill 
the apostolic office — he v/as one and the same with a simpje 
pastor or evangelist. So by his own witnesses do we refute 
his position. If Titus was only ordained a Bishop, then 
certainly apostolic autlwrity was not conferred ttpon him^ The 
same remark will apply to Timothy. Your learned author 
gains nothing to his cause from this quarter. His argument 
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in respect to Epaphroditus is too feeble, in my judgment, ta 
merit a serious reply. The circumstances of the case, a» 
they appear in the epistles are so very obvious that the Rev* 
gentleman seems pusizled to get along with them ; and accord- 
ingly six paged dre es^pended in endeavoring to unsettle a 
question which, to any candid mind is as plain as the rules of 
philology and the ia,W£l of language can make it. Nearly 
six pages more are taken up with an attempt to prove tJidt 
•* the seeing our Lord alive after his resurrection," was not a 
peculiarity of the apostolic office, when it can be triumphant* 
ly shown that no person who had not seen Christ pcrsonaHy 
could bear or did bear the apostolic office. l( it was not a 
peculiaHly of the ojg^e^ it was one of the indigpensable quali^ 
Jicaiionsfar theofice. And so all his labor on this point must 
pais fof nothing. Your autnor also makes this declaration : 
*' That the Apostles appointed successors to themselves in ail 
Churches, is proved by the unanimous voice of all antiquity/' 
Let the statement be properly modified according to the very 
authors from whom he quotes, and it Will become perfectly 
harmless. The Apostles appointed successors, that is, men that 
were to come after theniin the ministry, no 'doubt, but they 
did not appoint any Apo^tleB to succeed them, l^heir success 
son held such offices as were designed to t>e permanent in 
the polity of the Christian Church — their successors were 
Bishops or I^rcsbyters— successors only in the ordinary office 
of the ministry, and not in the extraordinary on^ of the Ap* 
ostleship. This the writings iy( Ctement, Polycarj)^ IreiMeos, 
and l^ettullian clearly show. 

S. *' The Apostles and those to whom they had (K>mmitted 
Apostolic authority possessed the exxslusive right of appoint- 
ing or ordaining Presbyters and Deacons."^ We have alre^* 
dy seen that the transmission of apostolic authority, is an 
idea Without support, and consequently the above statement 
in this t'espect must be regarded as a most unmitigated as- 
sumption. That the Apostles had the exclusive right not 
only of ordaining but of selecting Presbyters or- Elders and 
Deacons is denied as an unfounded declaration, Timothy 
and Titus were not Apostles, neithier had they apos- 
tolio authority* Yet Timothy was exhorted to lay han49 
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suddenly on no man/' and Titus was left in Crete, to "or- 
dain Elders in every city." There is nothing here but what 
a simple Evangelist, Pastor, or Bishop might exercise — au- 
thority to ordain others to the offices in the Christian Church, 
and to take the watch-care of the flock. To what purpose, 
then, has Chapin wasted seventeen or eighteen pages on the 
question of ordination, mystifying Scripture, quoting '^the 
Fathers," and running here and there, now to "Egypt," 
and now to " the neighboring regions of ih6 Gentiles," and 
now to " the troubles in the reign of Charles I ]" Your 
polemic is indefatigable, to say the least, but his chase is 
mostly after an ignis faluus ! 

C. ** To the Apostles belonged the sole power of adminis- 
tering confirmation." It is enough on this point to affirm 
that there is po foundation for the statement in the Word of 
God. Such a rite of confirmation as exists in your Church, 
and as your author here attempts to fasten on the apostolic 
office and authority is a mere figment of the human brain. 
The Bible knows no such thing. Your learned friend must 
be hard pushed for peculiarities of **the apostolic authority," 
when he is obliged to conjure up a characteristic of this kind 
from the vague, shadowy, and impalpable images of things 
about Antioch and Ephesus and the Provinces of Westera 
Asia. 

D. ** The Apqstles, and those to whom the Apostles had 
committed apostolic authority had the rule over Presbyter- 
Bishops and Deacons." There is the same difficulty with 
this statement as with the other. Your learned gentleman 
assumes what he has not yet proved, namely, that the apoS' 
tolic authority was transferrabh! And then he intimates 
that the rule over Presbyter-Bishops and Deacons was exclu- 
sively the right of the Apostles. This must be the meaning, 
if it is anything to the purpose. At this point again, he has 
ingeniously introduced his compound word " Presbyter-Bish- 
ops," and placed these individuals under the control of those^ 
to whom he ascribes apostolic authority, as though these Pres- 
byter-Bishops were not just such officers as Timothy and 
Titus themselves — that is Pastors, Evangelists, the highest 
officers in the permanent polity of the Christian Church. The 
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fact of the case stands thus : There were two kinds of Pres- 
byters or Elders. See 1st Tim., 5: 17. There was one kind 
or class of Presbyters who both ** ruled and labored in word 
and doctrine." There was another kind who ''rw/crf," but 
did not " labor in word and doctrine." Both were called 
Presbyters, and the first class especially were called also 
teachers, prophets, pastors, or bishops. If then by the term 
" Presbyter-Bishops" your ingenious author means Pastors or 
Bishops of single congregations, as denoting the highest office 
in the permanent polity of the Christian Church, it surely does 
not appear that such were under the rule of Timothy and 
Titus — for Timothy and Titus as we have seen, were neither 
Apostles, nor had apostolic authority. They were only Pres- 
byters or Bishops themselves, and of course they could have 
no superior authority over their equals ! Hence this pecu- 
liarity of their office vanishes ; and whatever superior au- 
thority constituted a characteristic of the apostolic office^ it 
evidently expired at the death of the Apostles themselves. 
That there is government in the Church we are not disposed 
to deny — that both classes of Presbyters have their appropri- 
ate and peculiar powers and obligations is a truth implied in 
the very organization of the Church, as well as intimated in 
the Word of God. But that you possess the only scriptural 
ideas of the constitution of this government is a bold assump- 
tion which you are called upon now either to prove or aban- 
don. The epistles of Ignatius, the sayings of Irenseus and 
TertuUian so copiously quoted by Chapin on this point, all go 
to disprove his own position. The Bishops to whom obedi- 
ence was enjoined are universally acknowledged to have 
been not •Sposlles but Pastors of single congregations. If 
then the Apostles as such ruled, it was not exclusively their 
right ; for all that was peculiar to them as Apostles expired 
with them, while all that belonged to the ordinary ruling 
power of the Christian ministry remained. 

E. " To the Apostles and those to whom they had commit- 
ted apostolic authority belonged the exclusive right of dis- 
ciplining the Church." How is it possible that your friend 
could say this in the face of such passages as 1st Tim., 5: 17 ; 
Acts 20th chap.; Matt 18th chap.? He must have taken 
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leave either of his memory or his conscience while spurring 
himself up to such a declaration. No matter how much he 
labors as he does to show that the Apostles did discipline^ the 
question is, did they alone hold the right to discipline 1 You 
know well they did not. 

Pk " It was the right and duty of the Apostles and of those 
on whom they had conferred * apostolic authority' to preside 
in all councils, and to declare the sentiments of the Council" 
This is expressly offered as a peculiarity of the " apostolic 
authority" founded only on one Scripture passage, Acts 15th 
chap., which recognizes also the authority of Presbyters. We 
have as good ground to conclude that it is the right and duty 
of the Presbyters ** to preside in all councils" as your learned 
friend has to conclude m favor of Apostles. The passage ad- 
duced by him is the very one which cuts the throat of his 
argument. 

G. For the following admission of your learned friend I 
must say I was not prepared. It is this : — *' In every apos- 
tolic Church there was one Apostle or person endued with 
apostolic powers, having under him a plurality of Presbyter- 
Bishops and Deacons." What, an Apostle in every Church t 
Then certainly those Apostles could not have been Diocesan 
Bishops, for these exercise their control over whole tracts of 
territory. They must rather have been like simple pastors, 
that is^ the Bishops of single congregations. The Rev. gen- 
tleman argues in favor of Parochial rather than of Prelatical 
Episcopacy. Well done ! His '* Apostles" then are Bishops, 
Pastors or Overseers of single congregations— his " Presby- 
ter-Bishops" are simply those who "ruled" but "did not labor 
in word and doctrine," and his " deacons" mean only such as 
take charge of the pecuniary concerns of the Church — hnd 
then we have just that system of Parochial Episcopacy which 
you profess to abjure ! Have you thought of this, my friend 1 
Whatever you may say of the apostolic character itself, if an 
Apostle was, besides being endowed with an extraordinary 
office, also the Pastor of a single congregation, then though 
the apostolic office expired, still Parochial Episcopacy would 
remain. What a singular conclusion to reach in a work writ- 
ten by one of your own champions ! Hence all his effi^rts 
through sixteen or eighteen pages more, his allusions to James 
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At Jerusalem, to Timothy at Ephesus, to Titus in Crete, to 
Epaphroditus at Philippi, to Epaphras at Colosse, to Archip- 
pus at Laodicea, to Nymphas, Aquila and Priscilla, with " the 
Churches in their house" (small dioceses they must have had 
for modern prelates !) to Polycarp and his epistle, to LinuB 
and Dionysius and Anianus and Philip and Thomas and An- 
drew and Erodius, to Ignatius and Cyprian and Cornelius and 
Fabius, to Hobart and Brownell, and to the quotations from 
Clement of Rome and Irenaeus — all this so far as it is worth 
anything as argument, goes to show that in the early history 
of the Christian Church, Parochial and not Prelatical Episco- 
pacy was established. 

H. " To each Apostle there seems to have been allotted a 
particular portion of country in which he preached the gospel, 
and over which he exercised jurisdiction."' I observe that it 
is not at all evident that this was a peculiarity of the " apos- 
tolic authiority." It is nowhere mentioned as such. Doubt- 
less the Apostles were directed by the Spirit of Gfod whither 
to bend their steps and bring the news of salvation. The 
world was not mapped out into dioceses, each having an 
Apostle to preach in and watch . over it. You might as 
well say that in tWs day every missionary station on 
the globe is a diocese, with a prelate at the head of its 
affairs! The cases of Peter and Paul, and the traditions 
about Thomas and Andrew and John prove nothing in sup- 
port of dioceses, so long as these men were finite^ and were 
directed by the spirit of God into what portions of the world 
they should go. Not being able to fulfil literally the commis- 
sion to preach the gospel to every creature, some were led 
one way and some another. Dioceses were altogether subse- 
quent affair^! " They originated," we are told, "in the ar- 
rangement made by Constantine in the fourth century, when 
Christianity was made the religion of the state !" 

X. " The country thus allotted to the Apostles was divided 
into several districts, and apostolic authority committed to 
different individuals in each of those districts." How does 
ithis tally with what he has said before, or with the diocesan 
regulations in ^^our Church at the present day J Are your 
dioceses divided into several districts, each ope of which is 
ruled by a pers^pn having aposjtolic authority, undjer one gene- 
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ral Prelate 1 How does Mr. Chapin propose to identify your 
bishops and dioceses with those he describes in the apostolic 
age 1 But we deny the assertion itself. We say again he 
has not made it appear that the apostolic office or authority 
was designed to be transferrable. Hence all his argument 
concerning individuals having apostolic authority conferred 
on them, and presiding in particular districts as under the 
Apostles themselves, at the same time, must fall as nothing 
worth to the ground. 

7. We have now reviewed the points in which Chapin has 
undertaken to define what the apostolic authority is, and what 
powers and rights the Apostles exercised under what he terms 
the ap'iStolic commission. We have seen that the transfer of 
^.postolic authority from the Apostles to any successors as in 
the apostolic officej is an utter and unfounded assumption. We 
have seen that his Apostolic Commission gives no counte- 
nance whatever to the perpetuity of the apostolic office, or to 
a lineal succession of ordainers in that office down to the 
present time ! Wo have seen that much less are you and 
your ministry specified and named in this commission as 
having the only true succession, and hence we conclude that 
** the episcopal claim," of which Onderdonk tells us, is not so 
easy to be supported, as your writers would have us suppose* 
Indeed we hold it as a monstrous usurpation, unworthy to be 
. countenanced by the Christian community. 

IV. A few chapters on, and in a portion of his book not 
reviewed by us in your oral lectures, Chapin makes the aU 
tempt to give us the list of the ordainers of your priesthood. 
The very fact that he makes the attempt is conclusive proof 
that he is fully sensible that such a listy clearly and legiti- 
mately shown, is absolutely indispensable to the maintenance 
of your distinctive claims. Why make the attempt unless the 
thing were felt by your writers to be necessary. Your 
almanac for the last few years has also contained a long cata- 
logue of names, as though your Church thought it somewhat 
important to parade before the people some legitimate proof 
of their peculiar claims and doctrines. ' Now if this catalogue 
were really what it purports to be, and what it ought to bej 
it would go far to fnaintain your idea of the succession. But 
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it has characteristics which utterly invalidate the whole chaib 
for the purposes for which you adduce it. The foHowing 
things may be predicated of it : — 

1. It is confessedly not a complete list of the names even. 

2. It is not a list of Me line of the successive ordainers at ad. 
S. It is not a list of diocesan bishops, at all, at least for 

the first and second centuries. 

4. It is by no means an authentic list, even as it stands. 
Great disputes have arisen about the very names atid the or* 
der of their position. 

5. Your writers do not conceal the fact that of several pe- 
riods in the history of the Church there are no records exlSinU 

6. It is not known with regard to a great many of the per- 
sons whose names are in this catalogue, whether they were 
duly ordained, consecrated, or otherwise inducted into th^ir 
office. All these are important items, and absolutely indis- 
pensable to be shown to give to your Catalogue the weight 
it should have in this argument. You have failed then to 
prove your distinctive doctrines in regard to these three par- 
ticulars : * 

1. What the apostolic authority is. 

2. That it was designed to be and hai been permanent au- 
thority existing in and exercised by a certain class of officers 
fai every age of the Church. 

3. .That your Church alone has this authority, being able 
to trace it through every step and portion by authentic rec- 
ords back to the Apostles. 

What then becomes of your "Episcopal claim." I tell 
you, my dear friend, it will not bear a sound investigation, 
and I do not much wonder that you have refused to enter in- 
to a public discussion with regard to it, or sought in so inaoy 
Ways to divert my.attention to other objects. 

In regard to BuePs reply to Whately, seeing that it is only 
a jostling between " the standard writers of your Church," 
and as Buel seems to get the hardest of it by dashing his 
head against the impregnable fortresses of the Primate of 
Ireland, I need not here speak in detail. It is a controver- 
sy in the bosom of your own Church, a trouble which it be- 
longs to you to settle and not to me. 
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Respecting " Hobart's Apology " I would simply observe 
that while reading it I could fancy your great man, whose 
capabilities, according to your own account were thought to 
render him adequate to manage the destinies of this country, 
brought nevertheless into a very uncomfortable and ** awk- 
ward predicament," so keen was the pain inflicted on him, by 
the masterly logic of Mason ! Several of the first chapters 
of his book are but the feeble attempt of a defeated and cha- 
grined antagonist to vent his remaining spleen and recover 
his wasted strength. The last part of the volume is made 
up of stale arguments, long known and long refuted. It is a 
production worth very little in settling the distinctive claims 
of your Church. 

Consider me not rash in these comments upon your wri- 
ters. If you are ready to support them, bring forward your 
strong arguments, and I will reply to them. Think not to 
evade •* the true issue " by subterfuge or dogmatism, or gen- 
eral responses. The ambiguity of the fabled oracle of Del- 
phi will not serve your present turn. But take the subject 
by its proper handle^ and then hold your own, if truth and 
authority be yours. In concluding this epistle, I think I may 
take it upon me to say, although you are my Professor of 
Divinity that I am very sorry to see you so blinded and given 
over as you appear to be on the subject of your Church doc- 
trines. I regret that you will still continue to keep up the 
bars of that ** detestable sectarianism " which you seem to ab- 
hor so much. It is a pity you will allow yourself to be so 
manacled and enslaved by the king-chartered bandi '-of Prela- 
cy, I believe you naturally susceptible of kindness and cour- 
tesy, and I lament that you should have embraced a system 
which is so well adapted to crush and kill out of you all the 
higher and nobler sqptiments of Christian charity and conces- 
sion, for the sake of dogmas which ought to be the ridicule 
of the world, and are destined to be exploded before the pro- 
gress of Christ's kingdom in the earth " as flax is sundered at 
the touch of fire." I hope, however, the time may come 
when you will see your error and renounce it. And after all 
that has passed between us, I still possess that fraternal spir- 
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it towards you which leads me in anticipation of your recov- 
ery from your wanderings (o subscribe myself as ever, 
Your brother in the bonds of Christ, 

Byron Sunderland. 
Batavia, Feb. 10th, 1847. 



Rev. James A. Bolles, 

Dear Sir, — You stated to me this morning that 
you would not continue your instructions to me without you 
could have the privilege of directing the books which I am to 
study. I told you if you would furnish me with any book 
containing a list of ordainers from yourself step by stej^ and 
man by man, in a direct unbroken chain back to the Apostles, 
and this sustained by well authenticated history, I wc^uld be 
most happy to continue the investigation under your ibstruc- 
tion. 

Now this is to inform you that you have as yet furnished 
me with no such book ; and accordingly I wait before attend- 
ing to any more of your oral lectures^ or giving you any more 
abstracts, until you shall signify to me in writing that you 
have such a book, or document containing the list of such a 
sticcession of ordainers as above described, and that you are 
ready to submit it to my inspection. 

I have never consented to become to you a pupil at large, 
or to listen to your oral lectures on rambling and irrelevant 
topics. You must. confine yourself to the true and only sub- 
jects contained in my three original questions, or our agree- 
ment is null and void. And while I hereby assure you that 
lam ready still to listen to your instructions on the legitimate 
points before us, I do not feel myself at liberty, from the re- 
marks you made this morning, to continue my attendance at 
your study on Tuesday morning, because you positively re- 
fused to go on with your oral lectures unless I would consent 
to recite to you from Chapin on a subject which to my mind 
does not at all meet the real merits of my ihird original question. 

I have only to add that whenever you are ready to prove 
to me your own line of ordination as above described, and 
■Vfrill so inform me, I shall be exceedingly pleased to meet you.' 
Wishing you much success in every laY/ful undertaking, and 
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praying, as ever for the welfare of you and youra, I remaio, 
my dear friend, 

Your brother in the bonds of Christ, 

Byron Sunderland* 
Batavia, Feb. 16th, 1847. 



Rev. James A. BoIIes, 

Dear Sir, — Have you got the text-book yc^t 
which contains a regular list of your line of ordainers, back 
to the Apostles ] Or if you have not this, will you write a 
document to this effect, sustained by well authenticated his- 
tory? And will you inform me that. you are ready to in* 
struct me in this way, for I feel very anxious to continue the 
investigation under your tuition. Yet how can I without a 
proper text-book, or if you neglect and positively refuse in 
your oral lectures to give me the proper information 1 
Your brother in the bonds of Christ, 

Byron Sunderland- 
Batavia, Feb, 20th, 1847. 



Having now completed the correspondence, I regard it a 
suitable opportunity to add a few brief chapters upon subjects 
which are naturally suggested by it. 

CHAPTER I. 

RULES OF DISCUSSION. 

If it be desired by any one to test the real strength of Pre- 
lacy in debating with its Bishops, Priests, or Deacons, the 
object may be readily accomplished, by observing the follow- 
ing rules : — 

1. Demand of them to define what they mean by "Episco- 
pacy." 

2. Demand of them to define what are the precise powers 
and' functions of their three orders of the ministry. 

8. Demand of them a list containing their own line of ordi- 
22 
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nation step by step back to the Apostles, sustained by well- 
authenticated history. 

4. Demand of them a Bible-warrant on all these points. 

5. Never suffer them to draw you away from the " true 
point at issue," by turning your attention to foreign, matters, 
by ridicule or finesse, or any of the tricks of sophistry. 

Following these rules you will soon compel them to beat a 
retreat, or else frankly to acknowledge that their system is 
without any exclusive divine right. 



CHAPTER 11. 

PRELATICAL MODE OF REASONING. 

A common way of reasoning among Prelatists is first td 
charge their opponents with being ignorant and knowing very 
little about the subject, then to deny aH the fact$ of history 
which make against them, then to appeal to faith to eke out 
the evidence required, and finally to set themselves up on 
their dignity, and not reply at all ! Often they will begin by 
professing to investigate their own claims, and before you 
know it, they will suddenly change the subject and spin out a 
long tale as foreign from " the true point at issue" as Nan- 
tucket is from the Tonga Islands ! 



CHAPTER III. 



eoNCEseiONs. 



Prelatists sometimes make mention of great namies out of 
their connection as a kind of argument which ought to have 
much weight, never thinking, I imagine, of the multitudes in 
their communion who have been frank enough to confess that 
their distinctive claims are not of any such divine right as to 
'•be binding on the conscience of Christian people*" Notice 
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this important fact, the superiority of Sishops over Presbyters^ by 
Divine right was never broached in the Church of Englaud till 
Jan. 12th, 1588, more than 70 years after the commencement of 
the Reformation on the Continent. Up to this time, the whole 
body of the Church founded by Henry VIII, acknowledged 
that there is no warrant in Scripture for the superiority of 
Bishops over Presbyters. This dognas^ was first asserted b^ 
Dr. Bancroft, then by Whitgift, and afterwards by Ldud aqd 
his party, and it has ever since been the theme ot those Pre- 
latists who have little else of which to boast. 

If the names of those who have denied this dogma are 
callecl for, we can give a great number of the most learaed 
and eminent men in the very reign of Henry VIII, both in 
Church and State, such as Thomas (Lord) Cromwell, the 
King's Vicar-General, the Archbishops of Canterbury and 
York, the Bishops of London, Durham, Lincoln, Bath, Ely, 
Bangor, Salisbury, Hereford, Worcester, Rochester and Chi- 
chester. To these we can add Cranmer, then the Primate of 
the Church of England, Dr. Whittaker in the reign of Eliza- 
beth, Dr. Cox, Dr. Holland, Professor of Divinity at Oxford^ 
Bishops Jewel, Morton, and Burnet. Dr. Raignolds, Profes- 
sor of Divinity in the University of Oxford, in a letter to Sir 
Francis Knollys, in 1588, says : — •** All that have labored in 
reforming the Church for 500 years past, taught that all Pas- 
tors be they entitled Bishops or Priests, have equal authority 
and power by God's word — as first the Waldenses, next Mar- 
silius Petavinus, then Wickliffe and his disciples, afterwards 
Hqss and the Hussites, and last of all, Luther, Calvin, Bren- 
tias, BuUinger, and Musculus. Among ourselves we have 
Bishops, the Queen's Professors of Divinity in our Universi- 
ties, and other learned men as Bradford, Lambert, Pilkington, 
Humphreys, Fulke, who all agree in this matter ; and so 
do all divines beyond sea that I ever read, and doubtless many 
more whom I never read. But why do I speak of particular 
persons'! It is the common judgment of the reformed 
Churches of Helvetia, Savoy, France, Scotland, Germany, 
Hungary, Poland, the Low Countries, and our own (the 
Church of England.) Wherefore I hope that Dr. Bancroft 
will acknowledge that, he was mstahen when he asserted the 
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Muperunity which Bishops have among us, over the clergy, 
TO BE God's own ordinance." To this we add: the judgf>r 
ment of Grindal, Primate of the Church of England ia 1682^ 
that the ordination of the Rev. John Morrison, a Presbyterian, 
Minister, was not only valid but ** laudable." 

Charles I. refused to abolish Episcopacy as the state relin 
gion, because, he said, it was more favorable to monarchy 
than Presbyterianism ! ! ! He also pleaded " conscience." . He 
addressed a letter to his friends and counsellors. Lord Jer9)y.iij[ 
Lord Culpepper, and Mr. Ashburnham (all Episcopalians) 4q 
which he says : — " Show me any precedent wherever PresH 
byterial Government and regal was together, without perpe- 
tual rebellions ; which was the cause which necessitated the 
king my father to change that government in Scotland. Arid 
even in France where they are but upon tolerance (which in 
likelihood should cause moderation) did they ever sit still sO 
long as they had power to rebel ? Jlnd it cannotht otherwise 
far tfie ground of their doctrine is anti-monarchical \ ! !" He 
adds, "J will say without hyperbole that there was not a 
wiser njan since Solomon than he who said — no Bishop, no 
King." To this royal epistle the above gentlemen replied: — 
•* If by * conscience^ your meaning be that Episcopacy is jvre 
JOivino exclusive, whereby no Protestant or Christian Church 
can be acknowledged for such without a Bishop, we rowst 
therein crave leave wholly to differ. And if we be in error 
we are in good company, there not being as we have cause to 
believe, six pkbsonjs of the Protestant religion of the oOy&r 
opinion /" 

Bishop White, of Pennsylvania, who has been styled " thj5 
father of the Episcopal Chqrch" in this country, said ;-*• 
*' Now if evep those who hold Episcopacy to be of DivifS 
right conceive the obligation to it not to be binding when that 
idea wopld be destructive of public worship, much naore muat 
ihey think so, who indeed prefipr that form as the most ancieat 
and eligible, but without any idea of Divine right in the case. 
This the author believes to be the sentiment of the great body 
of Episcopalians in America ; in which respect they have in 
their favor uijquestionably the sense of the Cburph of Eng- 
land, and as he believes, the opinions of the most 4istinguished 
Prelates for piety, virtue, and abilities." 
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We could [SSI a volame with- such cancessioniy "proving 
tlh^t^ itt fiwroei! days, ' the great Wjf of. English ^jvd,. 4meriit 
ealK^piscopQlians repudiated as false, the. sentiment aaw £fq 
common on both sides of the Atlantic, that the system of Pre-r 
te.eyjs founded on the. FTordo/ God, in euch a sense as; to 
SfMJoe it obligatory on all Christians to adopt that forns^ q( 
"polity, and in such a sense as to deny to other denominations 
the nanUj rights, privileges, and fellovirship of Churches of 
Christ. That unholy dogma is a refinement of modern 

CHARITY." 

A question may now arise in the mind of the reader, — ^if 
the sentiments above expressed > ^Bre general among the 
English Ecclesiastics, why did they adhere to and maintain 
the system of Prelacy ] . This is easily answered from their 
oivn mouths. Stillingileet says in his Irenicuni : — ^I doubt 
not b^t.to me^ke it evident that the main gr^uii^ i9r sett^pg 
Episcopal gpvernment in this nation was not acco}inted any 
pbbtenp^ of Divine righiy but the coNVi£NiB|<9qY pf thj^t form 
of Chwrch government to the state and condition of this 
Church at the time of the Reformation." Dr. Haweis. in hid 
ijpntinuation of Milner's Church History, candidly acknowr 
ledges : — " As yet (previous to 1588) the English Bish9ps 
claimed not their office by Divine right, but under the consti-; 
ttUion of their country ; nor pleaded for more than two orders 
of apo3toIu;al appointment, Bishops and Deacons,'' James I, 
*f, who. was eager to grasp supreme and unlimited power, af 
pnce judged that the Presbyterian form of Church goyernmenf; 
wa?f adverse to his designs, and the Epwcopa/, favorable tp 
^them, ; because Presbyterian Churches form a kind of repulfe- 
lie, which is subject to a number of ^eading men, all pos^ssing 
.eqjoal.jfank.and power ; while Episcopal Churches more nearly 
resemble a monarchy. The very name of a Republic^ Synacif 
or Council was. odious to the King, and he therefore studi^^ 
most earnestly to increase the power of the Pishops, and puj);- 
licly declared ici/Aout BisAops the throne could not be safef^ 
We have already seen the opinion of his son and successoij, 
Charles I. According to these statements, it was not Divine 
authority but merely human conveniency and expediency on the 
qn^ hand, and on the other a desire for power, an all grasping 
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ambitKHi" which established and maintained the system of Pre- 
lacy in preference to the system acknowledged to be taught 
in the Word of God. • 

Talk then to us of concessions ! It is only a Prelatical 
madness, which blinds its subjects to the ruin they draw upon 
themselves. 



CHAPTER IV. 



PRELATICAL OnXHODOXY. 



Prelatists do not seem to believe or teach their own doc- 
kines. Two or three ilustrations of this remark will be giveq, 

1. In article 6th of their creed it is said, " Holy Scripture 
eontaineth all things necessary to salvation, so that whatso- 
ever is not read therein, nor may be proved thereby, is not 
to be required of any man that it should be believed as Im 
article of the Faith, or be thought requisite or necessary to 
salvation." Now they do not pretend that their great doc- 
trine of " the apostolic succession " can be proved by the Bi- 
ble ; they go to the Fathers and to profane history arid to the 
dark ages, and the canon law, and even to a blind unmean- 
ing faith, to prove this doctrine, and assert that it must and 
ought to be believed ! Does this agree with the creed to 
which they are solemnly sworn ? Tradition, tradition and 
the Bible is their cry now-a-days ! 

2. The ITth article of their creed roundly asserts the doc- 
trine of unconditional election ! Do they teach or believe 
this t Let Mr. Bolles answer. When did he ever preach 
the sentiments of the 17th article out and out to his people! 
I call the public attention especially to this point. Prelacy 
has sneered long enough at the Calvinistic churches about 
election^ not to be told that " those who live in glass houies 
shouldn't throw stones I" 

3. Besides, take their doctrine of Baptismal Regeneration; 
in connection with this article on election^ and see what a 
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horrid monster is begotten of the two ! When Mr. Bolles 
baptizes an infant, that soul is regenerated, is a member of 
the body of Christ, if I understand his doctrine. Can that 
soul finally fall away and be lost forever? If not, then Mr. 
Bolles has the power of dispensing eertain and final tolvation 
when, how and where he pleases ! U6 can send as taanjr 
souls to heaven as he sees fit to baptise! ! 1 But if the soui 
regenerated when he baptizes it, can finally fall away and be 
iost^ then what becomes of his doctrine of election, as con- 
tained in the 17th article 1 Truly was it said by an ilkistri- 
oua Englishman of the Church of England, that '' she bad a 
Galviaistjc Creeds a Popish liturgy and an Arminian clergyl" 
Skich monstrous and abhorrent opinions are inwoven into thei 
very tettuns of Prelacy^ and these they call their m'ih)odotji I 



CHAPTER V. 

A B0Ai3t. 

Pfelatistd often boast that their systenl has been ttniversdl- 
Ijr deceived for fifteen centuries \*rithout a question. This 
they think a demonstrative proof of their clslirtis, as though 
the trtith & always with numbers and antiquity / But if theses 
fatti the standards of truth, the ^orld must go over to pagan-- 
Ufn^ It liysterti much oldet arid more prevalent than Prelacy. 

The hoast^ however, is ndt true in fact. We hdve thef 
Gf^ek, Arminian, Romish and Abyssinian churches, all claim- 
ing the apostolical succession, and denouncing and excom- 
municating each other, and among these old and bloated hier- 
archies, the Episcopal Church, comparatively in her ttens^ 
lifts up her impertinent head and arrogates the authority of 
them all ! If this be not child's play, then the course of na* 
tare is reverted { 
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CHAPTER VI. 

MOSHEIM'fii AUTHORITy. 

' Prelatiste often quote the Ecc. Hist. Moshetm to prove 
that there are three classes of officers in the Church. They 
deatce ever allude however, to his description of Biskcps as 
Hhey were in the first two centuries. If he is good authority 
fot the one so hie is for the other. The following is his laff^ 
^uagi : ^* The rulers of the Church Were tailed eitlier Pres- 
byters or Bishops, which two titles are in the New Testa^- 
ment undoubtedly applied to the same order of men. • * 
Let none, however, confound the Bishops of this primitive 
and golden .period of the Church with those of whom we 
read in the following ages. * * A Bishop during the first 
and second century was a person who had the care of one 
Christian assembly. * * . In this, assembly he acted not 
so much with the authority of a master as with the zeal and 
diligence of a faithful servant He instructed the people, 
performed the several parts of Divine worship, attended the 
sick, inspected into the circumstances and supplies of the 
poor. He charged indeed the Presbyters " . (or Elders) 
•' with the performance of those duties and. services which 
the multiplicity of his engagements rendered it impossible for 
him to fulfil ; but had not the pQwer to decide or enact any- 
thing without the consent of the Presbyters " (or elders) " and 
, people," ♦ * The obligations of the Church were to " be 
4ivided between the Bishops, Presbyters," (or eldprs) '* and 
deaconsk" Where is Prelacy in the golden age of the 
Church? 



CHAPTER VII. 

THE AGE OF THE EPlSCOPAIi CHURCH. 

The Episcopal Church in England is about 300 years old, 
being founded by Henry VIII, several years after the com- 
mencement of the Reformation by Luther. 
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The Episcopal Church in this country did not exist with 
full power to propagate itself till 1790, which makes her now 
about 58 years old 1 How venerable she is ! ! The four men 
who first exercised prelatical functions in this country were 
Seabury, White, Madison, and Provoost, consecrated abroad 
and under conditions and proviso's from the King and Parlia- 
ment of England, which ought to bring down upon them the 
indignation and contempt of all mankind ! How striking is 
the difference between the commission of Christ to his minis- 
try, and that of George III. to his ministry. Our Saviour 
said : — " Go ye into all the world, and preach the gospel to 
every creature." George III. and his Parliament said : — Go 
ye into all the world except the British dominions.^^ These 
king-shackled prelates having finally obtained license and been 
consecrated to preach, set up their Church in this country. 
And now, forsooth, after half a century. Prelacy, younger by 
several years than the Shakers or Universalists, pretends to 
exalt herself and talk of antiquity ! Her youngness affords 
no obstacle to her impertinence. 



CHAPTER Vin. 

PRELACY NOT REPUBLICAN BUT MONARCHICAL. 

We have already seen how kings regard it. It is a system 
in its own nature opposed to such a government as ours. 
Republicanism places the power to govern primarily in the 
people, makes its officers but the servants and administrators 
of the interests of the people, confers on them the functions 
of office by the authority of the people, and arranges the fre- 
quent reversions of power to its original possessors. Prelacy 
on the other hand places the power to govern in the Bishop, 
irrespective of the people, asserts that the Church cannot 
exist without a Prelate, — that the Prelate is the head and the 
laity the body, and that the latter is defunct without the 
former. Hence monarchs have always preferred the PreJati- 
cal form of government in the Church, because it is not only 
23 
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similar in its principles to their views of the State, but 41so 
tends to preserve and dissemiqate the idea that a few qtq 
born to power and the masses to subjection. The Divine 
right of Kings stands on the same foundation with the Divine 
right of Prelates. James I. revealed the whole secret of thig 
matter at the Hampton Court conference, where he so often 
repeated that remarkable epigram, ** no Bishop^ no King !"— 
the principle of which in its application to the Church has 
recently been revived by the ingenious Dr. Wainwright, of 
New York. Let republicans then take care how they receive 
to their bosoms in religion a doctrine which strikes at the very 
root of their civil hberty. 



CHAPTER IX. 

ALLtANCB OF CHUI^CH AND SqTATE. 

Prelatists cannot avoid'the adulterous connection of religion 
vfiih politics. In England these are united. Nor have any 
of the officers of the Church any permission, license, or liber- 
ty to ordain or consecrate or in any way perpetuate their oton 
orderSf without the consent and approval of the Sovereign, 
who in this relation sustains the character of a kind of Pope. . 
At this day the Romanists sneer at the English Church /or 
having a woman at their head ! Thus in a measure they re- 
turn the compliment which was long ago paid them in the 
tale of Pope Joan, successor of Leo IV. When the first 
Prelates for this country were consecrated, the English Pre- 
lates dare not move a finger towards it till an Act of Pfi^rlia- 
ment was passed upon the subject, which act provides that a 
license signed and sealed shall be obtained from the King be- 
fore the consecration shall take place, that no person so or- 
dained or any of his successors shall exercise his or their offices 
in Hvf Majesty's dominions^ and that a certificate of such con- 
secration shall in due form be preserved. How foul and dis- 
honorable is such a subjection of the Church and her minis- 
try to the domination of civil rulers. The national Council 
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legiglatirt^ upon the right to preach salvation to perishitig 
men ! The Episcopal Church in this country owes its exist- 
ence to' the King and ParHament of Gfreat Britain, and not 
to the Word of God or Christ the only Head of the Church, 
recognized by them as such. Such paternity may weH 
shanne the advocates of Prelacy in this land, and call out, as 
m I>f. DeLancey's Address, an unqualified I'ebCike upon the 
€tttainted and illegitimate connection. 



CHAPTER X. 



A BEAUTIFUL ILLUSTRATION. 



Prelatists sometimes bring up the manuscripts of the Btble^ 
as exemplifying their doctrine of the "Apostolic Succes- 
sion." They say for example, we all believe that v/e have 
the veritable gospel of St. Matthew, although we are not 
able to trace the manuscripts of this gospel step by step back 
to the original one. And so they say it is with the Prelatical 
ministry. We ought all to believe that this ministry now is 
t*he same as it was in the days of the Apostles, although we 
are riot able to trace the succession of it up to the Apostles, 
step by step ! There never was a more unfortunate illusfra- 
fion for the claims of Prelacy. For 

1. It denies the very thing for which Prelatists contend, 
namely, that the succession can be traced. Why then do 
Prelatists fill their books with lines and catalogues of names f 
Ifhis illustration adduced by them renders their labors in this 
quarter completely futile. Their chapters on genealogy 
should begin somewhat in this way : — " It is just as much 
impossible to trace the succession of ordainers in our Church 
as it is to trace the succession of the manuscripts of the Bible. 
Stiir we shall go on and put down a list of names which will 
show pretty well to the eye 1" 

2. It shows the tracing of a lineal succession to be com- 
pletely unnecessary for the settling of the question whether 
ihe Christian ministry now is the same that it was in primitive 
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times. Is my Bible now like the Bible written by the Apos- 
tles 1 By a comparison of the two I determine the fact. And 
one manuscript between, or one thousand or one million, alters 
not the question of identity a single hair. A succession of 
manuscripts proves nothing for the identity or sameness of the 
first and last manuscripts. And so it is with the lineal sue- 
cession of the ministry ; it proves nothing because alterations 
may have been made in successive ages. The only true 
method in the light of this illustration, of settling the authority 
of the Christian ministry, is for Prelatists to take the type of it 
as at the present day and compare with it the type of the 
ministry in apostolic times. Let them do this, and they virill 
soon be compelled to put aside not only every pretension to 
an apostolical succession, but also every particle of siupport 
for their peculiar system. 



CHAPTER XI. 

MOTIVES FOR PREFERRING EPISCOPACY. 

It is believed that the great mass of the people in this coun- 
try who are attached to the Episcopal Church have chosen 
this connection on almost any other ground than a persuasion 
of its exclusive divine right. Some prefer this denomination 
as a matter of iaste^ others on account of family relations, 
others from the force of circumstances too pointed to be here 
detailed, and indeed there are many reasons which persons 
assign for their preference of Episcopacy, aside from its being 
in their view exclusively of Divine right. And I suppose I 
may say that the great majority of Episcopalians never have 
for themselves given the subject a thorough examination. 
They receive what their ministers tell them, conscientiously 
believing it to be true. And this would not be so very 
bad if it did not make them so very bigoted. Here is 
the great trouble of the case : the people are taught to deny 
fellowship to other Christian denominations, while yetrthey 
know scarcely anything as they should know it of the first 
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principles on which all Church or ecclesiastical authority is 
based. Multitudes who attend this Church never stop to in- 
quire into its particular claims, but led by their feelings, or 
the example of others, or some inducement entirely foreign to 
the merits of the question, they take for granted what they 
wish to be true, and think that demonstrable which pleases 
their fancy most. I do not speak disparagingly of this class 
of persons. It is but the infirmity of our nature, which needs 
at all times to be guarded against, or it will lead us astray. 



CHAPTER XII. 

"the true point at issue." 

The point on which we claim a right to resist the teaching 
and influence of Prelatists is just that of their bigotry and 
assumption. Let them come on to the broad platform of a 
true Christian liberality and Catholicism, and we shall have 
no contention with them. Let them look upon and fellow- 
ship other denominations as being as much a part of the 
Church of Christ as themselves ; let them throw down the 
walls of their " detestable sectarianism," as Mr. BoUes calls 
it ; let them suppose that they are fallible as other men — ^and 
in some things respecting Church polity liable to be mistaken, 
and that this liability affords good ground for that charity 
towards others which they would claim for themselves i let 
them no more arrogate the covenanted mercies, immunities, 
powers and privileges of Christendom ; let them come 'and 
ivorship with their brethren, still retaining, if they like, such 
portions of their system as the Word of God does not forbid ; 
let them put their preferences upon the ground of ta$U or 
convenience or expediency and not on an exclusive divine 
right, and we shall desire no controversy with them. W/e 
shall cheerfully accord to them whatever we claim for our- 
selves. We will fellowship them as brethren, and uniting our 
moral strength, we will, under God, go forth to plant th^ gos- 
pel in all the earth. 



Bat never, no never, can we allow the distinctive and arro- 
gant assumptions of Prelacy ! We protest against them a^ 
unwarranted and anti-christian, and tending continually to 
harm. We protest against them as principles with which we 
can never enter heaven, and which of course are not fit for 
us on earth. We protest against them as principles destined 
to pass" away as the gospel in its purity shall still more and 
mote prevail. And we call on all candid and Christian peo- 
ple to tcskt them through all suitable endeavors till they shall 
have perished from the world. 



CHAPTER XIII. 



TO THE READER. 



In tfuJ conclusion of these chapters which is virtually a cdft-' 
dusion of the present volume, allow me to say a few words 
to ttich as may give these page» a perusal. 

Do not, I entreat you, imbibe the idea from anything which 
kofl gond before, that Mr. Bolles and myself harbor towards 
each other any personal ill-will. It was months after this' 
correspondence was closed that I invited him to participate in 
my Church in the services of a funeral. I should be ready to 
da ii agaJb under like circumstances. I hold that personal 
Md-sooial feeling is entirely distinct from the discussion of the 
dmmi of a given system of Church polity, and while I would 
tBea^C Mr. BoUes both as a man and a minister, with all due 
fMpect). I mmt resist the system he adheres to, and the senti- 
ifeeantshe utters^ with all the strength of which my nature is 
sUKeplible* 

If an^ suggest that it is idle to attempt a change by a single! 
«mv of that which for centuries has withstood the force of 
gi©at Gombinalions, I reply the idea is unsuitable to the free- 
cbm c£ thought and expression, as well as subversive of the 
▼ery agencies by which in the gospel economy the world is 
to be subdued to Christ. Suppose I bear a single arm against 
what I deem to be gross error, and for a time my attempts 






